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PREFACE

My obligations to the scholars whose writings have
in a large measure inspired this study of Luke: the
Mayu and his Work, may be found on almost every
page of what follows. But the book is none the less
the result of independent investigations, extending
over many years, of the problems involved in the
text and character of the Third Gospel and the Acts
of the Apostles.

To Professor Peake, who kindly read the MS. and
made some valuable suggestions as to the scope of
the work ; to the Rev. Lawrence Redfern of Liverpool,
who corrected the proofs ; to Mr. H. M. McKechnie,
who rendered invaluable assistance in seeing the
book through the press; and last, but not least, to
the Hibbert Trustees for their generous grant in aid
of publication, my warmest thanks are due and are
gratefully tendered.

In the conviction that the key to New Testament
\4

417138



vi ST. LUKE

study lies mainly in understanding aright the nature
and purpose of Luke’s writings, this volume is sent
forth with a sincere hope that it may assist in the
elucidation of difficulties pertaining to the records of
the life and teaching of Christ and his Apostles.

H. MCLACHLAN.

MANCHESTER,
October 13, 1919,
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INTRODUCTION

I. IMPORTANCE OF LUKE’s WRITINGS

THE third gospel and the Acts of the Apostles may
be said to form the pivots round which the study
of the New Testament revolves. The question of
the gospel sources forms a central point of the
synoptic problem, and the reliability of Acts a
fundamental base for the reconstruction of early
Christian history.

II. THE ‘“ WESTERN "’ TEXT

Furthermore, the discussion of the greatest text-
ual problem in the New Testament, namely that
of the so-called “ Western ”’ text, a discussion which
threatens to reverse the judgement of the most
eminent English scholars, almost entirely springs
out of the witness of the Lucan writings. “vlapon
the solution of the difficult problem of the ‘ West-
ern’ text,” writes Professor Knopf,! * the textual
critic of the New Testament works to-day, and will
have to work for long. In many cases, by the
examination of single passages, the authority of
the highly esteemed text is most severely shaken
—on external evidence, since the readings of the
‘ Western ’ text are frequently much older and

! Die Religion in Geschichts und Gegenwart, Bd. i. S. 1125.
I B
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ore ‘widespréad—or Hiternal evidence, since they
prove themselves to be really superior and more
primitive.”” “ The greatest objection to Hort’s
view,” says Professor Clark,! ‘‘ proceeds from the

. e
v e e ee
P 29 @ .

. .
.o .

evidence of the Fathers. . . . The hypothesis that
gross license to reign in sub-Apostolic times,
ut that the ‘ Neutral’ text was preserved in some

unknown place, is most violent, and in itself very
unlikely.”

It is not to be assumed that a single “ Western "’
text can be discovered in any manuscript superior
to what Hort called by the question-begging title
of the *“ Neutral ” text. ‘ The choice between the
reading of the Vatican and the Sinaitic on the one
side, and the Codex Bezae and the oldest versions
on the other, must be determined partly by the
exegesis of each passage, partly by the style of the
individual author.” *

On the other hand, it cannot be admitted
that only omissions from the ‘“ Western ”’ text (in
Hort’s phrase ““ Western Non-interpolations ") can
be proved original. The crucial question is the

enuineness of variants and so-called interpolations.
s Dr. Burkitt has said,® *“ It is in the direction here

indicated, viz. the preservation of the true text

in a considerable number of cases by ‘ Western’

documents alone, that criticism may ultimately

Itzf able to advance beyond the point reached by
ort.” .

III. NATURE OF THE FOLLOWING DISCUSSIONS

As a small step forward, a few passages are dis-
cussed in the following pages, which, upon the

1 Primitive Text of the Gospels and the Acts, p. 111.

8 Wellhausen, Einleitung in die drei ersien Evangelien, 2te
Aufl. S. 6.

3 Encyclopaedia Biblica, vol. iv. col. 4991.
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evidence of the “ Western” text, are attributed to
Luke. These throw fresh light on Luke as evan-
gelist and historian. One is the well-known story
of the woman taken in adultery, usually but mis-
takenly made part of the fourth gospel. Another
seeks to recover for the cycle of Sabbath stories in
Luke the remarkable incident of the man working
on the Sabbath day. ‘ Luke the Editor” illus-
trates how the third evangelist has shaped a source
gr&erved in its primitive form in the first gospel

y Codex Bezae, whilst “ Luke the Theologian
presents a study of the doctrinal tendencies of the
Gentile evangelist largely based on the ““ Western ”’
text of both his writings.

In Acts, the “ Western "’ text gives us an earlier
“we " passage than those in the ‘“ Neutral ”’ text,
and one which, it is suggested, is related to the con-
version of the writer. In ‘“ Luke the Letter-Writer
wml h(:;lv the “ Wesgam ” text r?atkhes more ilxll-
telligible the nature and meaning of the Apostolic
Decree of Jerusalem, one of the most imgc))srta.nt
documents for the historian of the beginnings of
Christianity. The same text, by what seem at first
sight trifling variants from readings more generally
accepted, helps to clear up difficulties in connection
with incidents reported by Luke, as, for example,
the riot at Ephesus and the disturbance in the
presence of Gallio, both of which are dealt with in
essays that follow. In Luke the Linguist the
synoptic problem is discussed and the sources of
Acts examined. With a single exception, every
essay discusses at some point a reading of the
‘“Western” text. Those on ‘“Luke the Man of
Letters,” ‘“ Luke the Humorist,” and *“Luke and
his Friends” are at one with the rest in making
more plain the character and personality of the
third evangelist.

It is certain, as New Testament criticism pro-
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gresses, that the figure of Luke will stand out
more prominentg, and we shall recognise in him
our great evangelist and our earliest Christian his-
torian —one of the noblest minds of the Apostolic
age.



CHAPTER 1
LUKE THE MAN OF LETTERS

I. THE PERSONALITY OF LUKE

MaNy factors have contributed in recent years to
make plain the commanding position of Luke
amongst the writers of the New Testament. The
study of the synoptic problem, the researches of
historians and archaeologists, and the investigations
of the literary characteristics of the earliest Christian
authors have led to a clearer perception of the
Personality and Furpose of the third evangelist.
‘The authors of the gospels were obscure; at
least their personalities are obscure to us at the
present day, with the exception of Luke.” ! The
second gospel is the oldest, but Mark has preserved
few, if anz, of those sayings of Jesus which most
modern scholars acknowledge as a primary source of
Matthew and Luke. The first gospel bears the name
of one who listened to our Lord, but in Matthew
there are few traces of the reporter, and many of
the ecclesiastical editor. Neither the first nor the
second gospel contains those parables of Jesus
which are most commonly regarded as revealing
the riches of the mind of Christ. Luke’s own atti-
tude toward the second gospel is far from flattering.
He virtually condemned it as ‘‘ wrong in its order

1 Moffatt, Theology of the Gospels, p. 10.
5
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of events, unspiritual, imperfect, and incorrect.”
Some of his criticism agrees in a remarkable manner
with that which, we learn from Papias, was passed
upon the book by the presbyter John. Again, the
author of the first gospel is unknown. He was
certainly not an Apostle, and probably wrote later
than Luke. In character he must have been in
many ways the antithesis of the third evangelist.
He was a Jewish particularist with Jewish concep-
tions of righteousness—‘ a Christian rabbi” em-
ploying rabbinical methods of instruction, throu%z-
out whose gospel runs a vein of imism. By
birth, Mark was ‘‘ of the circumcision ”’ and Luke
a Gentile, a fact which explains some of their
differences, alike literary and personal.

To the second evangelist as the creator of the
form of literature known as the gospel, and as the
first writer who thus turned the stream of oral
tradition into a literary channel, the debt of Matthew
and Luke alike is unquestionable. But as Herder !
observed, ‘“ no evangelist has so little of the char-
acter of a man of letters and so much of the vivid
utterance of a story-teller” as Mark. One point
which emerges from recent discussions is of first-
rate importance. The author of the third gospel
is the author also of the Acts of the Apostles. Most
scholars in England and not a few elsewhere go
further, and, on the evidence of the medical phrase-
ology in both books, the references to Luke in
Colossians, Philemon, and 2 Timothy, and the
earliest traditions on the subject, identify the
author with Luke the companion of Paul, whose
personal experiences, mingled with those of the
Apostle, are narrated in the second part of Acts.
It is some confirmation of the traditional view with
respect to the gospel that Marcion ( flor. A.D. 100-162),

1 Quoted by Wendland, Die wurchristlichen Literaturformen,
S. 204.
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the ultra-Paulinist, used it as his gospel, evidently
connecting it with the Pauline circle, though in
itself it bears no unmistakable Pauline stamp.}, .

The difficulties involved in this identification
have not all disappeared, but it is admittedly based
on scientific reasoning, and its denial raises more
problems than it solves.

It may be admitted that ‘‘ the divergences be-
tween Acts and Paul’s epistles suggest that the
author was sometimes inaccurate, and not always
well informed, but it is hard to see that he makes
mistakes which would be impossible to one who had,
indeed, been with St. Paul at times, but not during
the greater Fa:t of his career, and had collected
information from the Apostle and others as oppor-
tunity served.” *

With the acceptance of the traditional view, we
learn that Luke is the only author in the New Testa-
ment of two distinct types of book, is the earliest
Christian historian, and, next to Paul, the most
voluminous writer in Christian scripture.

It is precarious to conjecture with Sir William
Ramsay, Spitta, and Zahn, that Luke even con-
templated a third publication. No stress, at least,
can be laid on the use of #pdros (Actsi. 1). In the
Kounj, ‘“besides being used in a superlative or
elative sense, mpdros begins to supplant mpdrepos ”’ 3
(cp. John i. 15, xv. 18, and many passages in LXX).

One reason why the third gospel and Acts are
esteemed so highly in the Western world is because
their author stands out from the rest of the writers
of the New Testament as a man of Western tem-
perament and training. His admiration for the
order, justice, and common sense of the Roman

1 B. Weiss, Meyer’s Kommentay, ii. 252.

* Lake, Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, i. 20.

3 Thackeray, Grammar of Old Testament in Gresk, i. 183 ;
cp. Moulton, Grammay of New Testament Greeh, i. 79.
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administration, and his sensibility to the charm
and beauty of the Greek world, are revealed in the
narratives of Acts, even whilst he displays no sym-
%thy with Roman materialism or Greek idolatry.

e characteristic Jewish contempt for Rome and
the Gentile world in general are conspicuously absent
from both his wntm?

In one respect Luke is unique amongst the
synoptists, and amongst New Testament writers
generally is comparable only with Paul and the
unknown author of the letter to the Hebrews. He
is a man of literary attainment and scientific culture.

II. Luke’s DESCRIPTION OF PETER AND JOHN

In Acts iv. 13 Luke describes Peter and John
as aypduparor kal Budrar. Our English versions
render the words * unlearned and ignorant men.”
It may be doubted whether Luke intends so to
belittle the two Apostles. Drs. Moulton and
Milligan,! however, support the translation of
aypdpparos. The word, they say, “is of constant
occurrence in the formula used by one person signing
a deed or letter on behalf of another who cannot
read,” which * suggests that the sneer in Acts iv.
13 is intended to picture the Apostles as illiter-
ate.”” Dr. Milligan had twice * previously rendered
&ypégfm‘ros by “ unacquainted with literature or
Rabbinic learning [teaching].” It would rather seem
that this is a case where doctors disagree! A
scholar of an earlier date® says the word means
« illiterate,” and then ‘‘ one who does not possess a

1 Vocabulary of the New Testament illusirated from the Papyré
(r915), Pt. 1.

3 Selections from the Gyeek Papyrs (1910), p. 58 ; New Testament
Documents (1911), p. 21.

8 Schleusner, Nov. Lsxicom Greek-Latin in New Testament

(x719).
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learned and subtle acquaintance with the Jewish
religion.”” *The term had its origin,” he adds,
*“in the schools of the rabbis.” Holtzmann, Wendt,
and other commentators understand ypdupara,
Acts xxvi. 24, John vii. 15, to mean specifically
*“ rabbinical learning.”

Papyri scribes unac%uainted with Jewish modes
of speech might mean y aypduparos nothing more
or less than “illiterate "’ ; not so Luke. Used by
him and alzglied to Peter and John the word meant
““men without a rabbinical training.”” This is
supported by the words which follow: xai Bidras.
In classical Greek ®uwirs means a private person,
or one without professional knowledge. ucy-
dides (ii. 48) distinguishes the @uwims from the
latpds, Aristotle (Eth. iii. 8. 8) from the dfMpmis, and
Plato (Phaedr. 258 D) from the’ wmoummijs. Lucian
(A.D. 120-200) constantly uses the word of one who
was not a professional philosopher or rhetorician,
and once only (Vera Historia, i. 37) in the secondary
sense of simple-minded. Paul uses the word (z Cor.
xiv. 16) of the man who should setlg “ Amen” but
does not understand the word of thanks spoken in
ecstasy, and of himself as an orator (2 Cor. xi. 6).
In papyri of A.D. 3—4 the word is frequently used of
a ‘“ private ” in the army.

Dr. Chase! thus distinguishes dypduparos from
Buirrms : “ The term dylifr.pafos looks back to the
facts of a man’s early life. To a Greek it meant
one who has had no part in either side of Greek
education; to a Jew it meant one who had had
no training in the Rabbinic study of scripture.
The term @Budms rather regarded a man’s present
position. With the Greek it was the antithesis to
moMtinds ; in the mouth of a Jew it expressed the
contrast between the man who could understand
and take part in religion as conceived by the scribes

1 Dictionary of the Bible, iii. 757.
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and one of the &ylos.” Zorell (N.T. Lexicon
Graecum) renders the whole phrase * homines in-
docti et plebeji.” It is highly significant that the
two words form a single phrase in the writing of
Luke—a cultured Greek convert to Christianity.

III. TEE CULTURE AND CHARACTERISTICS OF LUKE

Of New Testament writers known by name, Luke
and Paul alone cannot be called dypduparor xai Bidras,
and the one was a physician (larpds), whilst the other
had sat at the feet of Gamaliel. Dr. Adeney!
has called Paul, the author of Hebrews, and the
author of the Johannine writings * the three New
Testament men of scholarly attainment.” But the
scholarship of the writer to the Hebrews and of
“John” 1s not the same in range or originality as
‘ that general Greek culture "’ which, as Dr. Stanton
affirms,* *‘ almost alone among the New Testament
writers Luke possesses.”

Many scholars have been similarly impressed with
the literary ability of Luke. ‘ Luke,” says Dr.
Moffatt,® ““ is the only writer in the New Testament
who reminds us in style and treatment of an ancient
Greek or Roman author; the dedicating his works
to an individual, their prefaces and their general
ethos, offer a certain parallel to contemporary p
literature.” ‘‘ The author of Acts,” writes .
Percy Gardner,* “ is certainly a writer of great skill,
indeed of literary genius.” “ In the most literary
of the gospels, the author is revealed,” declares
Mr. Jackson,’  as the accomplished man of letters.”’
For Dr. Moulton ® he is ‘“ the only littérateur among

Y Theological Lectures (Undversity of Manchester), p. 200.

* Gospels as Historical Documents, ii. 262.

8 Introduction to Litevature of New Testament, p. 316.

4 Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 384. § Ibid. p. 443.
¢ Grammar of New Testament Greek, ii. 7.
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the authors of N.T. books.”” Yet the precise nature
and extent of Luke’s scholarship have seldom been
defined.

That the author of the third gospel and of Acts
was a (Greek physician is a conclusion of modern
scholars now seldom challenged. It was an English
scholar who first seriously directed attention to the
words and phrases, additions and omissions, in the
Lucan writings which betray the medical training
of their author. The words of Zahn,! to which
Harnack subscribes, pay tribute to one who erred
only in the very abundance of evidence he collected
in support of his thesis. ‘ Hobart has proved to
the satisfaction of any one open to conviction that
the author of the Lucan works was familiar with
the technical language of Greek medicine, and hence
was a Greek physician.”

Wendland ? remains unconvinced by the evi-
dence. The medical knowledge, he says, “ does not
go beyond what may be assumed in cultured laymen.
An extensive medical literature, intended for the
most part for a wide public, including numerous
writings by laymen and public medical lectures, had
spread abroad an acquaintance with the medical art
and its terminology. Philo’s knowledge in this field
exceeded that of our author, and still he was not a
physician.” Harnack’s main contentions are not met.

There is discernible in the Lucan writings a
medical point of view, and a marked preference
_for stories concerning healing as well as medical
technical terms and metaphors. There is also
an avoidance of ‘‘ popular medical expressions.”
Luke’s changes of the Marcan text ‘ are most
simply and surely explained from the professional
interest of a physician,”® and in especial, his

1 Imtroduction to the New Testament (Eng. Trans.), iii. 146.

2 Die uychrisilichen Literaturformen, S. 269.
8 Luke the Physician (Eng. Trans.), p. 269.
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omission of Mark’s ‘‘ somewhat malicious remark
about physicians "’ (cp. Mark v. 26 = Luke viii. 43).

Amongst medical practitioners, even at a time
when many were slaves, a certain level of education
and culture, not necessarily high, may fairly be
presumed.

That Luke was a native of Antioch is a natural
inference from a tradition reported by Eusebius.!
It may also be noteworthy that, with the single ex-
ception of Hippocrates, all the extant Greek medical
writers were Asiatic Greeks.

In Luke’s day Antioch in Syria was no mean
city. Josephus speaks of it as the third city of the
empire, next to Rome and Alexandria. Its art and
literature won the praise of Cicero. Here East and
West met, and Hellenism mingled with Orientalism.
Founded by Seleucus Nicanor (300 B.c.) as the
capital of his kingdom, its Jewish colony dated
from its foundation. This great cosmopolitan city,
with its Syrian, Greek, a.ngr Jewish elements, was
the birthplace of Luke, the cradle of the church,
and the place where the name of Christian was
first coined. The influence of Antioch in the de-
velopment of primitive Christianity has lon%been
recognised. Its importance as the scene of Luke’s
early life has commonly been neglected.

The Antiochian Church, according to the * West-
ern”’ reading of Acts xi. 20,* included Greeks,
a.mongst whom Luke may be reckoned.® The

hurch was not of Pauline foundation, and the

presence in it of Gentile elements doubtless distin-

guished the society from its Jewish parent the

synagogue, and led the wits of the city, famed for

eir scurrility, to give the preachers of Christos

the nickname of Xpworiavol (xi. 26). Yet probably
1 See ‘‘ Luke the Diarist,” pp. 201.

3 See Excursus I. pp. 39, 40.
3 See ' Luke the Diarist,” pp. 195 ff.
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here as elsewhere the members of the church had
relations with the synagogue. It is easy to suppose
that Luke ‘‘was probably in close touch with
Judaism before he became a Christian.” 1

A Greek physician of Antioch, if he entered
the church through the portico of the synagogue,
might well be acquainted, in some measure, with
the literature ofcgreece, and not entirely ignorant
of the 1 es of Rome and Palestine.?

‘“ Almost the only passage in the New Testament
which,” in Jowett’s opinion,® “ reads like a Greek
period of the time is the first paragraph of the
go?e_l according to St. Luke.” Its classical style
an snmﬂan_fl:{ to the prefaces of historians like
Herodotus, Thucydides, and Polybius, if they do
not necessarily point to Luke’s acquaintance with
these ancient writers, at least attest his ability to
write Greek in some ways comparable to theirs.

An American scholar ¢ says of Luke’s version of
the sermon: “ It moves carefully, steadily, and
logically from thought to thought and is complete.
in itself.” It is not the parallelism of the Hebrew
style ; rather it is a style affecting the Stoic diatribe.”

The form in which the sermon is cast must be
attributed largely to the evangelist, whether or not
it be true that he was under * the influence of the
literary forms of Hellenic philosophy.”

The title of Luke’s second work may have been
originally simply Ilpdfe:s, though its present name
was known to Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria,
Tertullian, and the author of the Muratorian Canon.
Wendland 8 compares the Ilepi ‘AwiBov mpdfewv of

1 Harnack, Bible Reading in the Early Church (Eng. Trans.),
P. 34. * See “Luke the Linguist,” pp. 46 fi.

3 Essays and Reviews, p. 396.

¢ Parsons, Historical Examination of Now-Marcan Elements
in Luke, p. 68.

8 Die urchristlichen Literatuyformen, S. 249, n. 2.

o
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Hannibal's companion Sosylus and the Ipdfeis
*Adefdvdpov of Alexander’s contemporary Calli-
sthenes. The use of similar titles by later writers
of fiction and of marvels is no proof in itself of
Luke’s kinship with such writers.

It is worthy of note, also, that the synchronistic
chronology of Luke iii. I is quite in the manner of
ancient historians, and that he uses in his preface
‘“current expressions (e.g. dvardfaoflar, xalefijs
ypdipar) of Hellenistic historical writings.”’ ! The
employment in Acts of current epistolary formulae
is noted elsewhere.? It is therefore with good reason
that Dr. Stanton? thinks ‘“ we may at least feel
absolutely certain that Luke had not obtained his
facility of expression solely from a knowledge of
a single writer,” though he believes “ we cannot
say that the author of the Lucan writings had
read this or that other Greek work.”

It is true that no definite quotation is made by
Luke except from the Greek version of the Old
Testament, and of this he makes by no means so
free a use as Matthew and Mark. According to
Dr. Swete ¢ “ the Synoptic Gospels have forty-six
distinct quotations (hﬁ 40, Mc. 19, Lc. 17),
of which eighteen are uliar to Mt., three to
Mc., three to Lc.” e quotations from the
Old Testament in Acts (twenty-three in number)
are taken from the LXX exclusively, and, with the
exception of the passage from Isaiah which the
Ethiopian eunuch was reading on the way from
Jerusalem to Gaza (viii. 32), they occur only in the
speeches. At the same time, in his vocabulary
Luke exhibits more familiarity with the LXX than
either Matthew or Mark.

1 Wendland, Die urchristlichen Literatusformen, S. 259.
8 See ‘* Luke the Letter-Writer,"” pp. 161-163.

3 The Gospels as Historical Documents, ii. 264.

& Imtyoduction to the Old Testament in Greek, p. 391.
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Apart from Luke’'s knowledge of the Sep-
tuagint, and of all which such a knowledge must
have meant for a man of his insight and ability,
there are numerous indications of his culture,
character, and interests. As a stylist Luke is a
writer who employs more classical words and is
more precise and accurate in his constructions than
any other evangelist. He is a Hellenist who is as
free in his forms of expression as he is rich in his
vocab . Dr. Moulton! believes “it would be
hard to find ancient parallels for the variation of
style he shows as the story changes its scene,” and
compares him with the modern novelist who “ will
see to it that his country yokel and his professor do
not talk the same dialect.”

But this tribute to Luke is connected with a
theory of his sources which exalts the editor at the
expense of the linguist.® As a story-teller Luke is at
his best. He has a genius for producing effects by
contrast and antithesis. Pathos and sadness blend
with joy and gladness in his gospel, giving the narra-
tive an exquisite tone of bitter-sweetness. He dis-
plays marked evidence of constructive ability in the
working up of his materials, and in the dove-
tailing of his ‘“ diary ” into the later chapters of
Acts. In many ways Luke is the one New Testa-
ment writer most in harmony with the modern
mind. There is an element of universality in his
gospel. It is for all nations. He alone states
that our Lord journeyed through Samaria, and
mentions the gratitude of the Samaritan leper. A
narrow nationalism or a bigoted sectarianism is
impossible in the narrator of the parable of the
Good Samaritan and the reporter of Paul’s speech
on Mars Hill.

Amongst the most precious moral precepts of

1 Gyammar of New Testament Greek, ii. 7.
3 See “Luke the Linguist,” pp. 46 ff.
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our Lord are those which are peculiar to the third
gospel. In the first days of the Christian faith
Luke perceived its essentially ethical character,
now so generally recognised. One marked feature
of Luke is his treatment of women and of the
sinful. Nowhere in the New Testament is the
sinner touched with so tender a hand, and nowhere
are women so reverently honoured. Of old, women
had been lightly esteemed by both Jew and Gentile.
Luke gives them a prominence in his gospel which
is, in a way, prophetic of the place and power they
are surely winning for themselves in our own time.
Dr. Burkitt,! indeed, on the ground that ‘“ no sym-
pathetic elaborations are given to the stories of
women taken from Mark’s gospel,” argues that
‘ the characteristic sympathy given to women, and
the stress laid upon woman’s part in the Ministry
of Jesus, belong rather to one or more of Luke's
sources than to Luke himself.” Since, however,
Luke is responsible for his selection of sources, and
displays in Acts the same tendency to honour
women, he cannot be deprived of a peculiar interest
in their welfare. With the wealth of material at
his dis , which, in his gospel, exhibits this
trait, there was no need for any embellishment
of similar Marcan stories. The sinner, in Luke’s
gospel, is not an object for severity, but a subject
or salvation. Christianity is slowly learning the
lesson taught by Luke that penitence is not to be
compelled by pain but induced by purification.

IV. His TREATMENT OF SOURCES

In both his works Luke had his sources, but
only in the second does he give us information at
first hand. The so-called *“ we sections” of Acts
are acknowledged even by scholars who reject the

1 Sowurces for the Lifs of Jesus, pp. 113-14.
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Lucan authorship of the book as a whole to be the
composition of a companion of Paul and in the
highest degree trustworthy. The sources employed
in the gospel are not, save in the case of Mark,
easily distinguished. The use of the second gospel
by the first and third evangelists is *“ the one assured
result ” of modern criticism. Luke’s treatment of
Mark is peculiar. He follows his order and
arrangement to a large extent, and yet, much more
than Matthew, omits parts of the narrative. For
this various reasons are adduced by Sir John
Hawkins.! He endeavoured to avoid miracles
achieved by material means, to prevent undue
repetition, and to limit the controversy against the
Pharisees. In two points the reason given is
creditable to the character of the evangelist. He
exhibits a ‘‘ tendency to spare the twelve—to say
comparatively little as to their faults and failings,” *
and he passes over the incident of the Syro-
Phoenician woman *“ with its implication that
Gentiles were as dogs who could only claim the
crumdbs of fthe Master’s tab};eé Olixs tg:.:h:hée l.daster
could even for a moment grudge hi ing.”

In passing over the feeding of the four thou-
sand in Mark, Luke exercises a certain criticism
upon his source, “ but it is really a criticism more
of taste than of historical doubt.” ¢ As Luke loves
a good miracle the omission was probably due to
his perception of the striking verbal similarities in
Mark vi. 34-44, viii. 1-10, similarities which, as Well-
hausen points out, cannot be original to the second
evangelist, who regarded the two stories as relating
to different events, and had therefore no reason
for making them as like as possible.

1 Studiss in the Symoptic Problem, pp. 68-74.

% Ibid. p. 71.

3 Streeter, Studies in the Synoptic Problem, p. 223.

¢ Wendland, Die urchristlichen Litevaturformen, S. 199.

C
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What Luke reta.ms of Mark's narrative, though
verbally improved, is as picturesque and vivid as
the ongmaf sketch whlch cannot be said of
Matthew—a more literal copyist. Luke’s additions
to Mark, however, constitute his chief claim to the
love and reverence of students of the New Testa-
ment. Obviously he had other sources besides
Mark. One of these, known in some form to
Matthew, has been called “ Q" (German Quelle), a
name which does not gre]udlce the question of its
precise character. as been aptly described as
* a selection, complled for a practical purpose, of
those words or deeds of the Master which would
% e guidance in the actual problems faced by the

hristian missionaries.” !

Matthew, in the opinion of many scholars, seems
to have preserved more of the actual words and
style of his source, whilst Luke, in accordance with
his purpose of writing rafefs, followed more
exactly its chronologma? order. In itself it is a
fair inference that Luke would use his second
source as he did his first, and in the matter of order
this was the case. But his treatment of the lan-
guage of ““ Q " was gparently determined in part by
the existence of another and more primitive source.?
Bernhard Weiss,® indeed, believes that Luke hardly
less than Matthew has preserved the words, and
-not merely the order, of the source common to the
two evangelists, and that he has reproduced it
more faithfully than he did the text of Mark.
For example, the petition of the disciples which
forms the introduction to Luke’s version of the
Lord’s Prayer must be attributed to ““ Q,” since the
third evangelist nowhere mentions the fact to

1 Streeter, Studies in the Synoptic Pyoblem, p. 212.

! See * Luke the Linguist,” pp. 64 ff.

3 Die Quellen des L angeliums, S. 71 ; cp. Die Quellen
dey synoptischen Uberlieferung, S. 31.
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which Christ’s disciples appeal, namely, that John
had taught his disciples to pray. Omissions from
“ Q" here and there are due to Luke’s consideration
for his*Gentile readers, to whom various Old Testa-
ment and Judaic elements would be unfamiliar,
whilst additions and revision, apart from mere
stylistic improvement, were prompted by a desire
to prevent the misunderstanding of “Q.” One
Lucan characteristic which is noted is the insertion
of a question when, in “ Q,” there is a transition
from one subject of discourse to another (e.g. Luke
xii. 41, xiii. 23, xvii. 37%).

For Luke Weiss has discovered a third source (L),
equally important with Mark and “ Q,” and affecting
his presentation of both these sources, it being
by no means confined to the sections peculiar to
the third gospel. On this point Harnack ! reserves
judgement and Dr. Sanday ? is critical. All that
need be said here is that the determination of
sources in Luke is not yet complete,® but that his
handling of them has been shown to display decided
literary ability. ‘‘ Luke has not simply written
outl his‘ sources but impressed upon them his own
style.”

In the Acts of the Apostles the case is much the
same. The sources are with difficulty analysed,
and only by reasoned conjecture attributed to
various persons in the Apostolic and sub-Apostolic
circles. The historian has done his work so
thoroughly that even the ingenuity of modern
scholarshi& cannot distinctly make out his authori-
ties. Both in the gospel and in Acts, Luke has
used his sources with considerable freedom, especially
in the matter of style and language.

1 Theologische Literatuyseitung (1908), S. 466-7.

* Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, pp. xxi-xxiii.

3 See further, ‘ Luke the Linguist.”

¢ B, Weiss, Die Qusllen dey synoptischen Uberlisforung, S. 186.
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V. LUKE's ACQUAINTANCE WITH ‘‘ PROFANE ”
WRITINGS

Plainly Luke must have been acquainted with,
and to some extent influenced by, many writi
besides the Septuagint version of the Old Testa-
ment, the gospel of Mark, “ Q,”” and the special
sources of his gospel and history. Some of these,
doubtless, have perished with the numerous literary
productions which have disappeared since the first
century of our era. Others may have survived to
the present time. Passages and characteristics of
the Lucan writings which point to the author’s
knowledge of the Book of Wisdom are discussed
later! We may fairly credit Luke with such a
knowledge of * profane’ literature as is revealed
in the speeches of Acts, for whose form and, to a
certain extent, content he must be held responsible.?

Paul, in his address to the Athenians (Acts
xvii. 28), quotes the words of certain of their poets,
7ol ydp ral yévos éopnév. These words occur liter-

in an astronomical poem, The Phaenomena,
by Aratus (for. 270 B.c.z, and, in a slightly different
form, éx gof ydp yévos eouév, they are found in the
Hymn to Zeus by Cleanthes (300-220 B.C.). ‘‘ Pos-
sibly,” says Mr. James Adam,?® ‘“ Paul derived the
saying not directly from Aratus, but from Aristo-
bulus, a helleniz Jew, who flourished about
150 B.C., and was the first to mention what after-
wards became a favourite patristic theory, that
Plato derived all his wisdom from Moses. We
know from Eusebius that Aristobulus cited in
support of his audacious theory that part of Aratus’

1 See pp. 242 f.

* See ‘ Luke the Reporter,” pp. 175 f.

3 The Vitality of Platonism, pp. 123-4. Also Norden, Die
antike Kunstprosa, Bd. ii. S. 475.
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m in which Paul’s quotation occurs, and there
is evidence to show that the Apostle was not un-
acquainted with the literature of Jewish Hellenism,
whether he had read any pure Greek literature
or not.”

The suggestion is interesting, but not conclusive.
A Roman citizen of Tarsus and a Greek physician
of Antioch might easily be acquainted with the
writings of both Aratus and Cleanthes, of whom
one was a native of Cilicia and the other of Mysia.
Perhaps, indeed, a knowledge of both authors is
responsible for the plural used by Paul, 7wés raw
xab’ dpds momrdv. In the words preceding this

uotation (év adr@ yap {Buev xai xivodueda xal éouév)
%r. Rendel Harris ! recognises a line from the Minos
of the Cretan poet Epimenides, to whom the Epistle
to Titus is indebted for the words Kpfires dei
Peborar, xaxa Ompia, yaorépes dpyai (i. 12). Theo-
doret of Mopsuestia, however, derived the latter
saying from Callimachus, and it is at least signi-
ficant that in the source of the Ischodad Commentary
on Acts ? in Syriac Titus i. 12 is combined with the
sin_:§lar8 saying from Callimachus and with Acts
xvii. 282,

Blass 3 has even discovered in Luke’s writings a
knowledge of Homer. In Luke xxiii. 54 Codex
Bezae, an old Latin MS. (e), and the Sahidic version
preserve a curious addition to the usual text, *“ And
after it had been laid there, he put into the
seﬁulchre a stone, which twenty men could scarce
roll.” In the Odyssey, ix. 240, we read of a ‘‘ stone
which not even twenty-two carts might carry away,”
and the same verb enéfyre is used in Luke as in
Homer, whereas in the parallels Matthew and
Mark use mpooxodiw. ‘‘ Must we not accept it for

1 Eapositor, 8th ser., iv. (1912), pp. 348 fi.
8 Ed. Gibson, Horas Semsticase, x. 39.
3 Philology of the Gospels, pp. 185 f.
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a certainty,” asks Blass, * that Luke the physician
had gone through his Homer ? ** Most scholars will
answer without hesitation in the negative. Doubt-
less, as Scrivener! remarked, ‘ the addition was
conceived somewhat in the Homeric spirit.” Dr.
Chase,* however, believes it to be derived from
Josephus, De Bello Jud. vi. 5%, or from a tradi-
tional account of what Josephus there records.
But here the coincidences are those of subject,
not of language, the only word common to the
two p es being that for twenty. This “ West-
ern ”’ reading, unlike many in the Lucan writings,
impresses one as a mere scribal gloss designed to
heighten the effect of the miracle atterwards related.
But the theory of Luke’s acquaintance with Homer
does not rest on this passage alone. In Acts
xxvii. 41 he writes énréxeldav my vadv. The obsolete
word vads is nowhere else employed by any New
Testament writer; instead of which 76 mAotov was
the common expression, occurring in this same
chapter of Acts no fewer than thirteen times.
Again, émxéw for émoxéMw is tical. Homer,
in the ninth book of the Odyssey already mentioned,
has vijas . . . émwéloar (148), and again vija . . .
éxédaaper (546).

Amongst rigid Atticists Dr. Moulton 3 has noticed
‘“a fondness for obsolete words with literary asso-
ciations.” He instances 7 wafs, which is freely
found in Aelian, Josephus, and other Kou~j writers.
Other Homeric words used by Luke alone in the
New Testament are douévws and Odpoos, both of
which occur in “we"” p es of Acts (xxi. 17,
xxvii. 15). The former is, however, found in a
papyrus of the third century B.C. and in an in-
scription of the first century B.c.

1 Besae Codex Cantab. Introd. p. lii.
2 Syr.-Lat. Text of the Gospesls, pp. 63 {.
3 Grammar of New Testament Greesk, i. 24-5.
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If the evidence cannot be said to prove that
Luke was a student of Homer, it does, at least,
point to his appreciation, in common with con-
temporary men of letters, of words and phrases
with honourable literary connections. A well-
known passage in Paul’s speech at Jerusalem seems
to contain a reminiscence of Euripides. The words
are ovk donjpov modews modirns (Acts xxi. 39).
Euripides (Ion, 8) speaks of Athens as odx dompuos
‘EAvjywy wéMs.  “Aonuos, literally * without mark
or sign,” was properly used of coins of which the
impress is indistinct. In the pagyn it is used of
unstamped silver, though more frequently of men
‘“ not distinguished by the scars which were used
for purposes of identification in formal documents.”
Meaning “ obscure ”’ and applied to a city, Euri-
pides and Luke alone employ the word. The words
of Paul, oxAppdv oor mpos kévrpa Maxrilew (Acts
xxvi. 14), according to Dr. Gardner,® form an old
Greek proverb used by Aeschylus and Pindar with
slight modifications. “ It is impossible to say,”
he adds, “ that a Greek proverb may not at the
time have been current in Aramaic translation.
But it is far more reasonable to think that it belongs
to Luke wholly, being introduced as a sort of ex-
planation and modification.” In the apologetic
utterance of the Unjust Steward, owxdmrew odx
loxvw (Luke xvi. 3), Wendland 2 recognises ‘“ a Greek
proverbial expression,” and Harnack ® " a classical
citation,” whilst the last-named scholar ¢ describes
the words found in a ““ we " passage of Acts, 7 Al
{iv odk elacev (xxviii. 4), as a ‘‘ classical reminis-
cence.”

In his famous description of the Athenian char-

1 Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 411.

3 Dis urchristlichen Literaturformen, S. 224.

3 « Die Rede des Paulusin Athen,” Texts und Untersuchungen,
xxxix. I. ¢ Ibia.
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acter (Acts xxvii. 21) Luke may have written from
g:rsonal observation and experience. But it ma

more than a mere coincidence that several Gree
writers before him had remarked the Athenian love
of novelty. Thucydides, for example, represents
Cleon as saying (ii. 38), “ No men are better dupes,
sooner deceived by novel notions, or slower to follow
approved advice. You despise what is familiar,
whilst you are worshippers of every new extrava-

ce.”” Demosthenes speaks in the same strain
?Ea“%ist. Philippi et contra Philip. Orat. i.): ‘‘ We,
Athenians, I will speak the truth, are sitting here,
doing nothing, always listening, making decrees,
and making inquiries in the forum if there is any-
thing new.’

In the observation of some of the Athenian
ghilosophers with reference to Paul, {évwv Saipoviww

oxel xarayyeleds elvar (Acts xvii. 18), Norden?
heard an echo of the indictment against Socrates,
érepa 8¢ xawa dawudna elodépwyv (Xen. Mem. i. 1. 1),
the use of “ strange ”’ for “ new " indicating merely
the usage of the imperial age.

Dependence upon Xenophon is recognised also
by John Weiss.* Harnack,® whilst rejecting the
theory of which in Norden’s work it forms a part,
is in complete ent : * There can be no doubt
about the fact that these.words are related to the
accusation against Socrates, of which the Awlor ad
Theophilum must have known something.”

VI. LukeE As HISTORIAN

As a historian Luke must not be judged by
modern standards. The scientific conception of

1 Agwostos Theos, S. 53.

2 Das Urchristentum, S. 181.

3 «Die Rede des Paulus in Athen,” Teste und Untersuchungen,
xxxix. I.
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history is quite a novelty. Ancient historians
allowed themselves a freedom in invention which
only makers of fiction now enjoy. Nevertheless
the third gospel is admirably contrasted by Dr.
Burkitt with the first:2 * ’Hle gospel according
to Matthew is a fresh edition of Mark, revised,
rearranged, and enriched with new material ; the
gospel according to Luke is @ mew historical work
made by combining Ipa.rts of Mark with s of
other documents.” In the Acts of the stles,
Luke’s description of places and persons, of offices
and practices, is accurate and reliable. True, Luke
sets down, almost impartially, the credible and the
incredible. He was in this respect a man of his own
age. ‘ Belief in superstition,” as Dr. Moffatt re-
minds us, “impairs an early writer's general title
to credibility as little as belief in the Phoenix-myth
discredits Tacitus as a historian.”” The notion that
Luke worked up his facts to fit into a preconceived
theory is now finally exploded. He writes as one
who simply seeks to tell the truth. His sources
are often scanty and legendary, and his deductions
int-:l'n&erfect and misleading, but his tale is unvar-

ished and straightforward. Such a conclusion,
contradicting the dogma of an early school of
critics, is the sober declaration of impartial scholar-

ship.

gir William Ramsay has compared Luke with
Thucydides. In his use of speeches Dr. Gardner
thinks he stands between the ethical and dramatic
tendency of Herodotus and Tacitus, and the
rhetorical tendency of Thucydides and Sallust.
In some ways he resembles most the unknown
historians of the Deuteronomic school to whom we
owe the books of Kings. Like them, Luke incor-

rated sources in his work, if, as an editor, he
ar surpassed them. As in Kings, so in Acts, there

1 Sources for the Life of Jesus, p. 97.
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is a didactic element, though it is neither so pro-
minent nor so predominant in the Christian as in
the Hebrew narrative. Unlike Thucydides, Luke
is not so much a philosopher of history as a man
who records the progress of a movement which he
believes to be providentially ordained. He does
not, most probably could not, give a complete view
of the natural uence of events, nor attempt,
after the manner of the modern historian, to reveal
the play of hidden forces. He is less concerned
for the profit of posterity than for the needs of a
particular circle in his own day. Yet, as Harnack?
has proved, “ Acts is not only, taken as a whole, a
genuinely historical work, but even in the majority
of its details it is trustworthy.” Some of these
details have been verified, in a remarkable way,
by research and discovery ; others, if still regarded
with suspicion by certain scholars, have been shown
to possess a high degree of credibility.

Luke’s account of the ‘first enrolment made
when Quirinius was governor of Syria,” when every
one went ‘“ to his own city "’ (Luke ii. 1-4), until
recently was regarded as a tissue of blunders
Amongst the papyri discovered at Oxyrhynchus are
a large number of census returns, or house-to-house
enrolments (xar’ olkiav dmoypagai), which prove
that the enrolments took place every fourteen
years. We possess one return dated A.D. 34 and
another which Drs. Grenfell and Hunt? on good
evidence date A.D. 19-20. ‘‘ Earlier than A.D. 20
the existence of the fourteen years’ cycle is not
directly attested, but there is plenty of indirect
evidence.” “It is prima facie a very probable
hypothesis that the numbering described by St.
Luke was connected with a general census held for
109 B.C. Moreover, the papyri are quite con-

1 Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Trans.), p. 298.
8 Oxyrhynchus Papyri, ii. 309 fI.
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sistent with St. Luke’s statement that this was the
‘“first enrolment.” An official letter-book dated
A.D. 104! confirms Luke’s statement that at the
time of a census “ every one went to his own city,”
and though Quirinius was not governor of Syri

at the date named, Sir William Ramsay ? gives
reasons for believing that he was in Syria in 8 B.C.
—possibly in connection with the census in question.
Bernhard Weiss 2 is, therefore, hardly justified in
remarking that the two statements in Luke about
the enrolment and the date are proved to be in-
correct ‘‘ on clear historical evidence.”

Again, the so-called ““ trial before Herod ” in
the third gospel has frequently been treated as
purely fictitious. “It is,” says one critic,® “a
very patchwork of appropriations from other in-
cidents.” Recent studies are much less unfavour-
able to Luke’s reputation as a historian.

Harnack noted that Luke gives us certain in-
formation, nowhere else recorded, concerning the
relationship of Herod Antipas and his court to
Christ and the new religion. Mr. Streeter suggests
that the massacre by Pilate of certain Galileans (Luke
xiii. Iif) had led to an estrangement between him
and Herod, which was healed by the Roman
governor referring the case of Jesus to the Jewish
king. He can discover no apologetic motive for the
growth of legend, and believes that Luke, perhaps
ultimately through Manaen, Herod’s ovvrpogdos (Acts
xiii. 1), or Joanna, Herod's steward’s wife (Luke
viii. 3, xxiv. 10), shows a special interest in and know-
ledge of the Herods, and has here preserved ‘‘ an
independent and valuable source of information.”

1 British Museum Papyri, 904.

8 Was Christ born at Bethlehem ? pp. 117 fi.

3 Die Queilen des Lucasevangeliums, p. 196.

¢ Robinson Smith, Hibbert Journal, April 1912.
§ See p. 218.
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Dr. Verrall goes further.! He denies the resem-
blance between the behaviour of Herod Antipas,
as described by Luke, and that of the Roman
soldiers as described by the rest, which has given
rise to the sceptical criticism of Luke’s narrative.
He argues that Herod, who had acted against his
own feelings and will in persecutiﬁnthe Baptist,
‘““ would be rather disinclined than inclined to molest
another John who gave no provocation.” In fact,
there was no trial before Herod, and the common
translation and interpretation of Luke xxiii. 8-16
are misleading. Pilate sent Jesus to Herod in
order ‘“ to ascertain whether or not the Galilean
authorities concurred in the accusation.” The
crucial passage is verse II, éfovfejous 8¢ adrov o
‘Hphdns otv Tois orpareduaow adrol xal éumaifas,
mepifalav  éobijra nmpov avémewpev adrov TP
IlelAdre, which is rendered, ‘‘ But Herod, with his
forces, thought nothing of him, and jesting there-
upon, putting on him fine apparel, sent him back
to Pilate.”” Such a person as Christ in the char-
acter of a claimant to the throne caused the king
some amusement. But being interested in the
reports concerning Jesus, he retains his hope “ to
see some miracle done by him ”’ even when parting
with him. The fine apparel was “a royal gift
and mark of favour,” and it was for this the soldiers
cast lots (Luke xxiii. 34-35) as ‘““a valuable per-
quisite.”

The words of Pilate (Luke xxiii. 15) addressed to
the accusers of Jesus, and referring to the action of
Herod, are current in two texts, dvéneupev ydp adrov
npos nuds, and dvémeupa yap Juds mpds adrév—the
latter a “ Western ”’ reading. A third conflate read-
ing of the Syriac and Armenian versions may be
neglected.

Dr. Verrall rejects the first reading on the ground

1 Journal of Theological Studies, x. 321 ff.




LUKE THE MAN OF LETTERS 29

that it ignores the essential matter, that it is not
in Luke’s style, and that the form is not very suit-
able to the situation in which the procurator and
the accusers are not co-operators but rather adver-
saries. He conjectures that both texts are cor-
rections of an original saying—dvémeupe ydp adrdv
wpds duds. His arguments in support of this
emendation are not convincing. A friendly Herod
would not hand over Jesus to the tender mercies
of men clamouring for his blood, even if they were
only prosecutors and not judges in the case.

ing the originality of the ‘ Western”
reading, the variant may easily be explained. The
visit of Christ to Pilate being wrongly interpreted
by a scribe as a movement from one court to
another, it seemed most natural for the procurator
to explain to his hearers Herod's acquittal of the
accused by the words &J’é“l;;‘llﬁfv yap adrov mpos
fjpds. Probably the scribal misinterpretation of
the passage was due to the technical use of dvaméurw
=remittere, ‘‘to send up to a higher authority,”
a usage common in the papyri and found in Acts
Xxv. 2I, éxéevoa mpeiofar adrov éws of avaméupw
adrov mpos Kaloapa. The apocryphal gospel ac-
cording to Peter (ctrca A.D. 110-130) represents a
still later stage in the legend of “ the trial before
Herod,” exhibiting the as sitting with Pilate
and other judges of our Lord, and playing the
leading part in his condemnation.

Dr. Burkitt! accepts the general view of Dr.
Verrall with the remark, ‘“ The inclusion of the story
how Herod treated the Good Physician with
cynical generosity must be held to illustrate the
excellence of St. Luke’s historical information
rather than his credulity or inventiveness.”

Of New Testament writers, it may be added,
Luke alone mentions a Roman emperor by name.

1 Gospsl History and its Transmission, 3rd ed., Pref.
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Unlike Mark, he does not call Herod Antipas a
king (Mark vi. 14), but gives to him (Acts xiii. 1)
the title of Tetrarch, which he was the only Herod
to bear. In Acts (xxv. 13) Luke tells us that Herod
Agrippa came to Caesarea to greet Festus, the new
governor, invited, presumably as a person ac-

uainted with the idiosyncrasies of Jewish en-
thusiasts, to take part in the trial of Paul. He
came, and Bernice with him, perd moAijs davraoias.
It is a detail which verifies itself, reminding one of
the pomp with which an Indian prince deems it
fitting to appear when summoned to a conference
by the Political Agent of the Imperial Government.
The woman’s apparent readiness to greet the
successor of her sister’s husband, then out of favour
with the Roman authorities, illustrates the insight
of a historian familiar with the ways of the women
of the family of Herod.

In regard to the chronology of Acts, Harnack,
after a careful investigation, concludes that * the
book can very well hold its own when compared
with the historical works of that period.” Besides,
as Dr. Sanday reminds us,! Luke “ had not the
advanta%es that (e.g.) Josephus had of living at the
centre of the empire, in personal intercourse with
the court, and with access to the best authorities.
Even with the help of public inscriptions and the
like, it cannot have been an easy matter for a
provincial like St. Luke to fix exact synchronisms.”

In certain respects Luke’s accuracy is note-
worthy. The vanety of city organisations in the
Eastern empire, which existed in Luke’s time, was
a relic of the age of free or confederate city-states,
and, as was natural, names were proudly retained
when the reality they represented had disappeared.
In Acts xvi. 12 we read, “ And from thence to
Philippi, a city of Macedonia, the first of the district,

1 Studies in the Synopiic Problem, p. 13.
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a colony.” From coins and inscriptions we learn

that the city was a Roman colony bearing the name
of Colonia Augusta Julia Philippensis. The word
pepis translated by the A.V. ‘“part,” and by the
R.V. “ district,” for long presented great difficulty.
Hort * wrote: *“ uepis never denotes simply a region,
province, or g phical division; when used of
land, as of anything else, it means a ‘ portion’ or
‘share.”” He suggested that here was a primitive
error, and offered a conjectural emendation.

Among the papyri documents found at Fayoum,
however, a considerable number use the word to
describe the divisions of the district. For example,
in a deed of divorce dated A.D. 45 the man and his
wife are said to be “ of the Heraclides district of
the Arsinoite nome,” s ‘HparxAldov pepBos Tod
*Apawoeitov vopod.3 Fayoum, it is true, is in Egypt
and Philippi in Macedonia. But the Kourj was a
language practically without dialects, and “in the
first few centuries of our era covered a far larger
proportion of the civilised world than even English
does to-day.”® One result of the enthusiasm for
Hellenic culture on the part of the Macedonian
kings is that of the Macedonian speech proper
there does not survive a single phrase or gram-
matical form. Apart from the widespread character
of the Kounj the connection between Fayoum and
Macedonia 1s established by the fact that the
former was colonised by veterans from the army of
Alexander.

‘Even so, the Acts passage is not freed from
difficulty. Philippi is called “ first ” of the district,
but Amphipolis was the capital of this division of
Macedonia. Consec*uently Blass detects another
error in the text of this verse, and, correcting a
supposed dittography, reads ‘““a city of the first

1 Notes, p. 96. 8 Berliney griechische Urkunden, 975.

* Moulton, Grammar of New Testament Greek, i. 5.
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district of Macedonia.” Sir William Ramsay, be-
lieving Luke to be a native of Philippi, sees in the
description of the city the author’s interest and
E.ll;ide in his native place. If Luke, as is more
ikely, belonged to Antioch, his language must
have been coloured by local feeling. A wvisitor to
Leeds might easily write as though it were the
first city in Yorkshire, for so it was until the last
census, and still is in the opinion of its citizens.
At the time when Luke wrote Philippi was on the
way to become, as it did later, the chief city of the
division. Sir William Ramsay accepts Acts xvi. 12
as evidence that Philippi had begun to claim the
title. “ The descriptive phrase is like a lightning
flash amid the darkness of local history, recording
in startling clearness the whole situation to those
whose eyes are trained to catch the character of
Greek city history and cit gﬁ:lousies." 1 Similarly,
the chief magistrates of ¥’ ilippi were not techni-
cally orpampyoi, as Luke calls them. But these
men, as Cicero tells us and the inscriptions prove,
frequently called themselves “ praetors,” orpamyor,
a.net(il Luke, a good-natured visitor, does not scruple
to employ the courtesy title current in the city.
These magistrates have their lictors, paBdodyor
}f&cts xvi. 35), a title quite incorrectly used by
uke if he had been speaking of a Greek and not
a Roman city.

In the next chapter of Acts we find Paul at
Thessalonica. This was a free Greek city with its
own constitution, like Athens or Tarsus, and still
enjoyed the right of self-government—thanks to
the part it had taken against Brutus and Cassius
in the civil war. In xvii. 8 the rulers of the city
are called moAirdpyae, a name which does not appear
elsewhere in Greek literature. It is none the less
correct, for an inscription of Salonica on an arch

1 Si. Paul the Traveller, pp. 206-7.
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demolished some years ago relates that it was
:ll;ected when certain persons were politarchs of

e city.

The passage which mentions Philippi is a ““ we "’
passage, whilst that describing Thessalonica is not.
Both are equally accurate pictures of the cities in

uestion. qun his use of the two names for
}erusalem, Luke, according to Codex Bezae, follows
rules which are discoverable by investigation (see
Excursus II. pp. 40 fL.).

Dr. Headlam! has shown that the ypauuarévs
(Acts xix. 35) is as distinctive of Ephesus as the
molirdpxns of Thessalonica, or the Areopagus
(xvii. 19) of Athens. In Ephesus 7 éxrxAnoia (xix. 32)
was a survival of the old Greek democracy. It
appears in the inscriptions as does also the title of
the city, vewrdpos ijs 'Apréuidos. The case is the
same with the ’Aowapyol (verse 31), the *Avfvmaroc
(verse 38), and the Roman Assize. In xxv. 3
Publius the mp@ros of Melita is introduced. The
title appears in an inscription discovered in Malta.
In short, as Harnack says, “ all the official titles
in the book are correct.” Amongst these may be
included one which the German scholar hardly
accepts. The orparomeddprns, to whom, according
to the ‘“ Western " text, Paul and his fellow-prisoners
were handed over (Acts xxviii. 16), was, as Mommsen
explained, the Princeps Peregrinorum — the title
which appears in an old Latin version (Gigas)—
the head of the centurions employed for the purpose
of maintaining communications between the Em-
peror and the provinces. Preuschen? is of opinion
that the ‘“ Western "’ reading proceeds from some one
well acquainted with Rome, and that it cannot be

1 Authority and Archaeology, pp. 351 f. Cp. Inscription of
Palmyrene, A.D. 131 ; Cooke, Text-Book of North Semitic Inscrip-
tions, p. 281.

% Die Apostelgeschichte, p. 158.
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original, since there is no reason why it should have
been omitted from the earlier uncials. The first
statement may be accepted. Luke, when he wrote
Acts, was well acquainted with Rome. As for the
second objection, the omission may be due to the
correction of a scribe imperfectly acquainted with
the functions of the orparomeddpiys.

John Weiss! pays tribute to the numerous state-
ments in Acts which cannot have been invented,
are archaeologically accurate, and confirmed by con-
temporary sources and inscriptions (vi. 1, 9 ; xiii. 7;
xiv. II; XVi. 9, I2, I4, 20, 22, 24, 35, 37 ff.; xvii. 6;
xviii. 12 ff.), especially the story of Demetrius
“which can be illustrated sentence by sentence
from the inscriptions ”’ (xxii. 24 ff.; xxii. 23, 26;
xxiv. 3; xxv. I, 10 ff., 12, 16, 21, 23; xXxVii. I;
xxviii. 16, 30, 31). He acknowledges also the very
valuable information given relating to the popular
religion (xiv. 11 ff.; xvi. 16 fi.; xvii. 6, 18;
xix. 11 ft., 14 ff.; xx. 7; xxi. 4, 10 ff.), and to
the sp?fead of Christianity (xi. 19 ff.; xviii. 24 ff.;
xix. 1 ff.).

In o‘rze particular Luke is often convicted of
carelessness and incompetence as a historian. Most
scholars who deny the Lucan authorship of Acts,
and a few who do not, hold that the author of the
third gospel and of Acts made some use of Josephus.
The evidence for this is derived from the references
in the speech of Gamaliel to Theudas and Judas
the Galilean (Acts v. 33 f.), and the mention in
the gospel of Lysanias the tetrarch of Abilene
(iii. 1, 2). In both Ea.ssag&s, if indebtedness to
Josephus be proved, Luke has fallen into serious
chronological errors through extraordinarily care-
less use of his authority. u%here is no exact parallel
in the Lucan writings to such gross carelessness.
The legendary elements and mistakes discovered by

1 Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, Bd. iii. S. 2196.
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Harnack and others are not to the point in this
connection, whilst Luke’s editing of Mark, and, so
far as we can make it out, of ““Q),” do not support
the theory of his misreading of Josephus. On the
contrary, Luke would seem to have historian
enough to know the importance of accuracy in the
citation of authorities, unless he was in a position
to correct their statements. And as his preface to
the gospel shows, he was consciously striving to
write dxpifds and kalefs.
A Blass woul;l solve the dlﬂigfllg in regard tlo the
cts passage by presuming a Christian interpolation
in thep text of osephmt Dr. Selwyn ‘rg.gsumw
the identification of Theudas with a certain
Athronges, said by Josephus to have set himself
up for a king. Professor Torrey,? however, has proved
that Luke is simpl followinilsan Aramaic source
which was indebted to some history of the period
‘“in which the facts were not clearly stated.” ‘ He
could not easily have obtained it from the An-
tiqusties, for the correct statement is given there
very plainly and briefly ; and that that was not
his source is shown by the number ‘ four hundred ’
in Acts v. 36.” % At most, apparently, Luke can
be convicted only of following his source with
singular fidelity. The statement in the gospel
iii. 1) that “in the fifteenth year of the reign of
iberius Caesar . . . Lysanias was tetrarch of

Abilene "’ remains to be considered. The chrono-
logy is clearlg erroneous, since Lysanias the tetrarch
was executed by Mark Antony in the year 56 B.c.
But the territory that Lysanias had ruled over
continued to bear his name. Josephus speaks of
the so-called kingdom of Lysanias, érépav Baoieiav
v  Avoaviov kadovpémy (Bell. Jud. ii. 5). In

1 Si. Luke the Prophet, pp. 331 f.

3 See * Luke the Linguist,” pp. 66 fi.

3 Composition and Date of Acts, p. 71.
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Ant. xx. 7 Josephus relates that in A.D. 53 Agrippa II.
received the tetrarchy of Philip, and Batanaea to-
ether with Trachonitis and Abila, adding that this
t had formerly been the tetrarchy of Lysanias.
‘“ Can we doubt,” asks Dr. Burkitt,! *‘ that the third
evangelist was writing with this passage of Josephus
in hismind ? ” But if the province was * ed”’
he might have found it, as Professor Torrey urges, ““ in
any source he laid his hand on.” Obviously Luke’s
dependence upon the Jewish historian is not the
only possible explanation of what are, at least,
curious coincidences. Perhaps the Scottish verdict
“ not proven ’ best meets the case.

We may conclude that if Luke cannot be ranked
among the great ecclesiastical historians, he may
fairly claim to be the first of a long illustrious line
of scholars, who have investigated the origins of
Clllxﬂsiiila.nity and sketched the progress of the early
church.

VII. Luke’s STYLE

Of Luke’s style as a writer something has been
already said. Norden ? distinguishes the style of the
gospel from that of Acts. The writer of the former
“ for good reasons and with a fine feeling’’ did not
work over his sources so freely as in the latter work.
Again, recognising different strata and different
styles in Acts, the presence of the same figure
éh'totes) in passages gnx II, xxviii. 2) presumably
rom different hands presents a problem which the
critic cannot be said to have solved. Such pheno-
mena are explained by the traditional theory of the
unity of the book. The contrast, also, to which
Norden alludes between the manner of Stephen's
speech (chap. vii.) and that of Paul (chap. xxii.)

1 Gospel History and its Transmission, pp. 109, 110.
? Die antske Kunstprosa, Bd. ii. S. 482-92.
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is made intel]igible by Professor Torrey's theory of
the sources of Acts. .

The judgement of Mr. Simcox! on Luke’s writing
is both cautious and critical. ‘‘ The language never
ceases to be Hellenistic ; however marked or how-
ever successful the effort at classical style may be,
we usually see that it ss an effort. Perhaps it ma
even be said that he sometimes gets out of his de
when the effort is long continued, and in trying to
be elegant ceases to be correct.”

This estimate must now be modified in view
(2 of the * translation Greek ”’ due to the author’s
fidelity to his sources,® (b) of the fact that many
instances of incorrect Greek formerly adduced have
been shown to belong to the Kowsj. In Acts xix. 16
the seven sons of Sceva seem to have become two
(dupdrepor), and in xxiii. 8 the same adjective is
used ofo three articles of Pharisaical belief. The
Bezan text, omitting émwrd in xix. 14, avoids the
apparent error, but 1t is impossible to see how the
‘““Neutral” text arose if it be really secondary.
Dr. Moulton ? is driven to conclude that the text is
corrupt, or that “ the verses are an interpolation
from a less educated source.” The papyri examples
illustrating this usage of dugdrepor are late—an
early example (13 B.C.) ¢ being open to another in-
terpretation—but in view of the papyri evidence,
the “ undeniable Byzantine use of the term,” and
the fact that the Sahidic and later versions took
the word to mean “ all,” it is not impossible that
Radermacher, Preuschen, and Robertson are right
in supposing the word has this sense in Acts xix. 16.
A colloquial or vernacular usage is certainly not
out of place in the popular narrative of Acts xix.
11-20. In xxiii. 8 it is more probable that dyyelov

1 Writers of the New Tastament, p. 22.

8 See ‘‘ Luke the Linguist.”

3 Grammar of New Testament GreeR, i. 8o.
4 Beriiner griechische Urkunden, 1057.
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and wveduo form a single idea, and that duddrepa
is used in the stricter and older sense. Again, in
the Kouwnj the dative often expresses extension of
time. Thus moMois xpovois (Luke viii. 29) is sup-

rted in the sense of the R.V.» “of a long time "

y the constantly r ing formula in papyri
letters, éppdotlai crey Uxopa 1ro§Aotg gvois.!  On the
other hand, the accusative could used in the
common sgeech to express point of time, as.in
Acts xx. 16. ’Edv thg the indicative (Luke xix.
40, Acts viii. 31) is found in the papyri. Eixoo: even
before a vowel, as in Acts i. §, is the regular form in
the papyri. ’Eorwoav (Luke xii. 35) is attested both
bX e inscriptions and papyri. ’Ex to denote price
(Actsi. 18) has numerous papyri parallels. 'Exréveia,
unknown to Attic Greek, is found in its ethical mean-
ing as in Acts xxvi. 7 (alone in New Testament).
Such illustrations might be multiplied. The triple
negative of Luke xxiii. 53 illustrates the vernacular
style of our author.

In Acts xix. Luke, as we now perceive, manifests
an acquaintance with the current terminology of
magic, e.g. Ilpafis (xix. 8) is a technical term for
a particular spell, and is mistranslated by “ deed ”
in our English versions.

In Luke, as in the rest of the writers of the New
Testament, are also found many words formerly
denominated biblical, but now proved by the papyri
to be merely Pular Greek. Luke’s language,
says Robertson,® ““is that of a man of culture
with a cosmopolite tone, who yet knows how to
be popular also.” It cannot be said of Luke as
of Tertullian the Latin father, or of Carlyle the
Scottish historian, that ‘ the style is the man.”
He a.lls not, like Ltiltll;er, idi(;x:la:tic, ra&:y, and collo-
quial, impressi is personality and precepts on
his readers by :ge power of his pen. Ige does not

1 British Museum Papyri, 417.
2 Grammar of the New Testament, p. 122.
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possess the passion of Paul or the polish of the
author of the epistle to the Hebrews. po

But when all is said, Luke is a versatile and
accomplished writer, and as evangelist and his-
torian exhibits the scholarship, graces, and temper
wfhlich entitle him to rank amongst Hellenist men
of letters.

EXCURSUS 1

The reading ‘EAMiords (Acts xi. 20) is supported by
B, Db, E;, H,, L,, P,, and all cursives but one. “EMapas,
says Hort, ““ is probably ‘ Western.’ ’ It is the reading
of x°, D*, A, 112. Transcriptional evidence is in favour
of the former, as the word is ‘‘ so rare that it is no
longer extant, except in a totally different sense, any-
where but in Acts, and two or three late Greek inter-
pretations of the Acts; more especially when the
change introduced an apparent difficulty.” But Hort
admits that “EAMnrvas has at least prima facse intrinsic
evidence in its favour. Most editors and commen-
tators read the latter on the ground that the sense of
the passage as a whole requires it.

Wendt, however, accepts ‘EAMpords, but in the sense
of “EMnras, ¢.e. Greek-speaking non-Jews. It is a con-
siderable support for the *“ Western "’ reading that all
the MSS. which read ‘EMnwiords, except B, omit «al,
since there is no point in the words “ also to the
Grecians,” as Hellenists had been members of the church
‘from the first (see vi. 1 and list in chap. ii.).

Dr. Bacon holds that the source behind Acts xi. 20
must have read ‘EMyvas, ‘“as the sense requires,”
but the author wrote ‘EAAqmiords under the influence of
his ruling idea of the twelve Apostles at Jerusalem as
the ‘“ sole board of commissioners for foreign missions "1
—a theory which assumes a low view of the awuctor ad
Theophsium. Possibly the change to ‘EApumords in most

3 The Story of St. Paul, pp, 85, 89.



40 ST. LUKE

MSS. was-due to consideration of the fact that Paul
was par excellence the apostle to the Gentiles, though,
as Wendt observes, ‘‘ he nowhere claims to have been
in point of time the first preacher of the gospel to the
heathen.”

EXCURSUS II

‘IepoodAvpa AND ‘lepovoalju IN LUKE AND AcTs
[CopEx BEZAE]

In his discussion of Luke’s topographical knowledge,
Harnack ! remarks that the name given to the centre
of Judaea and of Christendom is of itself a matter of
the deepest interest. “ ‘IepoodAuua,” he says, ““ is only
used by Ruke in the gospel where he has no source
before him, and in the purely geographical sense.”
“ The same attitude towards the names is plainly dis-
cernible in chapters i.-vii. of the Acts and in the ‘ we’
sections.” On the other hand, Harnack confesses
‘* that the variations in Acts, chapters viii.-xxi., omitting
the ‘ we’ sections, are not to be explained,” s.e. Luke
here (though he prefers ‘Iepovgaldu) keeps to no rule,
but in chapters i.-vii.,, in the * we " sections, and in
xxii.-xxviii.,  his rule can be clearly discerned.” Briefly
stated, the rule referred to is that ‘lepoodAvpa is used
in topographical notices, and when, as in xxv. 1, 7, 9,
15, 20, 24, Xxvi. 4, 10, 20, Xxviii. 17, Jerusalem is
spoken of in some other city as Caesarea or Rome, whilst
in Jerusalem itself (e.g. xxiii. 5, 17, 18, xxiii. 1T,
xxiv. 11, xxv. 3) the Biblical name is employed, as
it is in scenes of solemnity.

In his investigation, Harnack, as he expressly states,
left Codex Bezae ‘‘ out of consideration.” An examina-
tion of Luke’s usage based on the neglected manuscript
partly confirms and partly corrects the Lucan rule
deduced from the “ Neutral ” text.

1 Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Trans.), p. 78.
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(1) In the gospel (ii. 24) ‘lepoodAvua is read by D
with the older MSS., dmfyayov adrov els ‘lepoodlupa.
It is in a section peculiar to Luke, and although the
context might suggest a reference to the sanctity of
the capital, the evangelist thinks of the city only in a
geographical sense.

(2) In ii. 42 the name of the city is omitted by D
with 8, B. A and C read ‘IepoodAvpa, which is inappro-
priate, since the passage speaks of the journey of Jesus
to Jerusalem, at the age of twelve, in order to become a
*“ son of the law.”

(3) In v. 17, where it is stated that ‘‘ there were
sitting by the Pharisees and doctors of the law which
were come out of every village of Galilee and Judaea
and Jerusalem,” D omits the words xal ‘lepovoariju read
by &, B, in a geographical list.

(4) Again, in vi. 17, instead of “ a great number of
the people from all Judaea and Jerusalem and the sea
coast of Tyre and Sidon,” where a geographical sense
lies on the surface, D omits ‘lepovoalip, reading simply
* from all Judaea and other cities,” an inexact phrase
which may have provoked the correction of scribes.

(5) In xiii. 22 D differs from x, B, in reading ‘Iepovoa-
M, where it is said that Jms went * through cities and
villages teaching and journeying on towards Jerusalem.”
The words form part of an introduction to a “ Q *’ passage.

(6) In xiv. 28 D reads ‘Iepovoalfju against all the
uncials, where the narrative relates how Jesus went up
to Jerusalem for the last time to be received by the
populace with rejoicing as the coming Messiah. It is
a Marcan passage, and the parallels in the first and
second gospels read ‘Ie vpa.

(7) In xviii. 31 D, supported by B, reads ‘Iepovoatiy,
when Jesus “ took unto him the twelve, and said unto
them, Behold, we go up to Jerusalem, and all the
thmgs that are written by the prophets shall be accom-
plished unto the Son of Man’ —a Marcan passage,
where Matthew and Mark read ‘IepoodAvpua.
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(8) In xxiii. 7 D reads ‘IepoodAvpa with the rest of
the MSS., where it is said of Pilate that * when he knew
that Jesus was of Herod’s jurisdiction, he sent him unto
Herod, who himself also was at Jerusalem in those
days.” According to Codex Bezae, therefore, Luke, in
his gospel, when describing our Lord’s entry, of his
own choice, into Jerusalem, for the purpose of dis-
charging his functions as the Messiah (xiii. 12, xiv.
28, xviii. 31), employed the more sacred name for
the capital, whereas when the action of his parents in
taking him as a babe to the city (ii. 24) and of Pilate
in sending him there as a prisoner is described, the
geographical term is used. In xiv. 28, xviii. 31 the
dissidence of the text of Codex Bezae in Luke from that
of the parallel passages in Matthew and Mark, in view
of the harmonising tendencies of scribes, furnishes a
strong presumption of its originality. The omission of
‘Iepovoadijp in v. 17, vi. 17 testifies to Luke’s dislike
of the use of the sacred name in a mere geographical
sense, and in the rest of the gospel it is nowhere found
as one of a list of names.

Of Luke’s usage in Acts, chapters i.-vi.,, Hamack
observes “ the author has only once written ‘lepoodivua
(i. 4), where he tells us that our Lord commanded his
disciples not to depart at once from the place Jerusalem ;
as for the rest of the passage, everything in the early
history of the Church is of so lofty a character that he
only speaks of ‘lepovoatiju (11 times).”

(r) In these chapters D presents but one slight
variant (v. 16), “ And there came also together the
multitude from the cities round about unfo Jerusalem,”
eis being inserted before ‘Iepovoadiju ; in other words,
Luke avoids the use of the sacred name in a merely
topographical way, for the multitudes were bringing
their sick to be healed. The scene depicted is, of course,
in the city.

(2) Ini. 8 the capital is called ‘Iepovoarijy, and linked
with Judaea and Samaria, but it is spoken of as a place
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in which the apostles were fo witness for Christ (cp.
viii. 26, x. 39, xii. 25, Xv. 2). In the “ we” sections,
as Harnack says, * the reason for the variation between
the two forms of the name is quite evident ; in xx. 16,
xxi. 4, 15, 17, ‘lepoadAvua is written because the author
is concerned simply with topographical notices.” In
these sections there is no variant in D, but in xxi. 4
only the Latin text * hierosolyma " has been preserved.
‘‘ But among these verses,” continues Harnack, ‘‘ stands
a saying of the prophet Agabus; here we read in oratso
dtrecta (xxi. 1T) 70V dvdpa . . . Srjoovow év ‘lepovaaliju
o Iovdaio, and now the bystanders take up the word
Iepovaa/\ﬁp (xx1 12), and a.lso Paul says (xxi. 13)
dnobaveiv eis Iepovoah)p éroquws €xw. The Biblical
form Iepovaa.qu alone suited the solemnity of the whole
scene.” In this passage Codex Bezae presents no
variant in the name of the clty In chapters xxii.-xxviii.
“Iepovoadsju occurs only six times, and ‘lepocéAupa ten
times. The former is used when the city is spoken of
in Jerusalem itself, and the latter when it is spoken
of elsewhere. In Codex Bezae, of the six ‘Iepovoaliju
es three are in sections not extant, one (xxii. 5)
is found in the Greek, and two (xxii. 17, 18) only in the
Latin. These last three occur in Paul’s address to the
Jerusalem crowd. Of the ten ‘IepoodAupa passages none
have survived in Codex Bezae. In chapters viii.-xi.
Harnack can discover no rule observed by Luke.

An examination of Codex Bezae yields the following
results :

(3) In viii. 26 ‘Iepovoadiju is found in a geographical
sense, but the words are spoken by an angel of the Lord.

(4) In the following verse, the same word in relating
that the eunuch had come to Jerusalem #o worshsp.

The instances in the “ Neutral ”’ text of ‘Iepovoaiiju
in ix. 2, 13, 21, 26, 28 are nat found in D—the verses
being missing from the MS.

(5) In x. 39 Peter says ‘ we are witnesses of all things
which he did both in the country of the Jews and in
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Jerusalem (‘Iepovoadsfu) "—a reference to the ministry of
Christ.

(6) In xi. 22 it is said that the report concerning
the converssons in Antioch came to the ears of the church
which was in Jerusalem (‘Iepovoaiijy).

(7) In xii. 25 is related the return from Jerusalem
(‘Tepovoadiju) of Barmabas and Saul, when they had

ed their ministry.

(8) Chapter xiii. 31 tells of the appearance of Christ
to them that came up with him from Galilee to Jeru-
salem (‘Iepovoadiu).

(9) In xv. 2 the journey of Paul and Barnabas is
recorded when they went up to Jerusalem (‘Iepovaaliju)
to discuss the question of circumcision.

(r0) In xv. 4 they were received at Jerusalem
(‘lepovoariu) by “ the apostles and elders, and rehearsed
all things that God had done with them.”

(xx) In one passage (xiii. 27) Luke puts ‘Iepovoadiu
into the mouth of Paul in order to heighten the effect
of the Apostle’s argument : “ they which dwell at Jeru-
salem and their rulers . . . fulfilled the prophets by
condemning the Messiah.”

Twice Codex Bezae reads ‘lepoodAvua where the
* Neutral ” text has ‘Iepovoaliju, namely xi. 2, xx. 22.
In both cases a hostile reception is reported or expected
in the capital by the missionaries of the gospel.

(12) “ And when Peter was come up to Jerusalem,
they that were of the circumcision contended with him.”

(x3) ““ Behold,” said Paul, “ I go bound in the spirit
to Jerusalem, not knowing the things that shall befall
me there.”

(14) In the next verse D adds év ‘IepogoAdpars, and
the words of the Apostle are continued, ““ save that the
Holy Ghost in every city testifieth to me saying that
bonds and affliction await me in Jerusalem.” Obviously,
in the mind of Luke, the city of contention and per-
secution is not the holy city.

(15) In xviii. 21 Codex Bezae, with other “ Western ”
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authorities, adds a reason for Paul‘s hasty departure
from Ephesus (d‘n'e) 3¢t pe mdvrws Ty éopmiv T
épxopérmy moiijoar els ‘lepoocélupa. Here at ﬁrst sight
the sacred name would seem to be more suitable. The
geographical term is employed because the passage of
which this clause forms a part is the record of a journey,
verse I8 to Syria, 19 to Ephesus, verse 21 to Caesarea,
verse 22 to Antioch, and verse 23 to the region of Galatia
and Phrygia.

In Acts the rule observed by Luke, according to
Codex Bezae, is that ‘lepoodAuua is used in passages
where a geographical term is required, or where the
city is regarded as the scene of opposition to the Apostles
or of their persecution, whilst ‘Iepovoatiju is the name
associated in various ways with religious observances
and supernatural phenomena. Having regard to Luke’s
exactness of nomenclature in his gospel and in Acts,
the rules traceable in his use of these two names in
Codex Bezae confirm in some measure the value of
its text.




CHAPTER 1II
LUKE THE LINGUIST

THAT Luke, university student, Greek physician,
Jewish proselyte, and Christian author, may have
been a linguist in virtue of his birth and residence
in Antioch of Syria, his education, his conversion
to Christianity and subsequent travels is a hypothesis
not lightly to be dismissed. Its verification is none
the less a task of some difficulty.

I. LUKE WRITES ONLY IN GREEK

The evangelist and historian does not quote
words or phrases from another tongue than his own,
as Cicero does Greek in his letters to Atticus. The
reason is not far to seek. Atticus was a master of
both Greek and Latin, and probably often wrote
wholly in Greek. Cicero himself was proud of his
Greek, and used it to supply what was wanting in
Latin, as we use French, and for technical terms,
especially medical, much as our physician’s prescrip-
tions are written in Latin. Those for whom Lullc)e
wrote, his dedication to the most excellent Theophilus
notwithstanding, belonged to the lower or the middle
classes. In the churches addressed by Paul in his
letters were ‘‘ not many wise after the flesh, not
many mighty, not many noble.” Unlike the great
Roman orator, Luke was not a posewr, and his

46
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themes were lofty and serious. That his friend
and companion Paul knew both Aramaic and
Latin is probable, though for all we know he wrote
nothing In either language. Apparently, however,
it was by speaking in Aramaic, mf ‘EBpatd: Siadéxre
(Acts xxi. 40), that he silenced the Jerusalem mob,
whilst at Lystra (chap. xiv.) he may have spoken
in Latin.

But Greek was the language of the Roman
Empire, commanding almost universal allegiance.
Even in Rome itself a countless multitude spoke
Greek—the language also of the Jewish community
there. The decrees of the Roman Senate and
imperial governors were translated into the world

e to be scattered over the Empire. Paul
wrote to the Roman Church in Greek, and Marcus
Aurelius, the Roman Emperor, wrote his meditations
in Greek. The Kousj was the language not only of
letters, but even more of commerce and everyda
life. It was the lingua franca of the civilized world,
. as Latin was in Europe during the Middle Ages, and
as English is to-day in India and in the British
Empire generally.

II. LATIN PHRASES IN THE Kourj

A few Latin words and phrases were, indeed,
current in Greek - speaking countries, especiall
those pertaining to government, much as Frenc
expressions relating to fashions and the table have

assed into English; only, as the papyri prove,
tinisms in Greek were by no means confined to
cultured or city people.

A French scholar?! thus sums up the influence of
Latin on the Kouwrj: * Une administration puissante
et organisée comme I'était I’administration romaine

;Meﬂlet, Aporgu d'une histoire de la langue grecque, pp.
34 7'
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a introduit ses termes techniques. Dés l’abord,
I'usage s’est introduit de publier les décrets officiels
a la fois en latin et en grec, et il a fallu mettre en
grec les termes officiels. Des le ii¢ siécle av. J.-C.,
il entre des mots tels gue vwval ou xaddvda:. Un
écrivain qui, comme Polybe, s’occupe de choses
romaines emploie couramment des mots tels que
marpixios et va jusqu'd culquer des expressions
latines et écrit on’ dfovolav Twds dyew pour
traduire sub potestatem redigere. A Délos, en 80 av.
J.-C., apparait ndrpwv, et le mot est si bien entré
dans l'usage que 'on en a le féminin marpdmooa
dés l'époque d’Auguste. . . . Les mots Aeyeaw,
koverwdia sont cependant déjid dans 1'Evangile,
et méme rirdos dans I'Evangile de Jean. A
I'époque impériale, on écrit oderpavds, «evrvpia,
7dfeMa, xAdogn, qui se lisent sur des papyrus.
Mais il ne s’agit & peu prés que de termes techniques
désignant des choses romaines, et le nombre de
mots latins qui ont passé en grec a I'époque antique
est toujours resté petit.”

The close contact of Greek and Latin throughout
the history of the Kounj leads Dr. Moulton to declare
that ‘“ the question of Latinisms in Greek or
Graecisms in Latin must always lie outside the
ra.nge of really decisive answer.”’ !

r. Swete # doubts whether the Latin words in
the second gospel prove more than a “ familiarity
with the vufgar Greek of the Empire, which freely
ad?ted Latin words, and some Latin phraseology.”
And of the nine Latin words used by Mark, Luke
retains only two. In Wellhausen’s opinion,® how-
ever, 8ds épyaciav (Luke xii. 58), translated by
the Latin text and by Jerome ‘‘ da operam,” is a
more striking Latinism than the Latin words found

1 Grammar of New Tesstament Greek, i. 31.

t Commentary on St. Mark, p. 2.
% Das Evangelium Lucae, S. 70,
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in Mark. But Deissmann?! has noted the use of
épyagiav 8wpe in an Oxyrhynchus papyrus letter of
the vulgar type in the first century B.c., and also
in an inscription in Caria with a decree of the Senate.

Harnack # adds to Luke’s Latinisms the use in
Acts of the relative to conjoin sentences, and
probably also the use of xpfiofla: (Acts xxvi.
28), whilst Schmiedel 2 would explain Xpioriavdy
moiijoar (Acts xi. 26) as a Latinism—the equivalent
of * Christianum agere.” Some scholars would
also understand the phrase éxe upe mapyrmuévov
(Luke xiv. 18, 19) as the exact equivalent of ‘“ habe
me excusatum.” There is perhaps more to be said
for the phrase o uerd moMds ravras 7uépas (Acts
i us} as a literal rendering of the Latin ‘“‘non post
multos hos dies.” The Vulgate has it also in Luke
xv. 13, where Codex Bezae alone reads od pera
moMas nuépas. The Vulgate ‘“ non post multum ”
of Acts xxvii. 14 may also point back to a Greek
original, od perd moAd, though it is not found in the
MSS. This Latinism appears to have become
part of the Greek vulgar tongue, and to have been
corrected by the later scribes who copied the Uncials.
Another Latinism has also been recognised in
Acts xvii. 9, AaBdvres 70 ixavdv—a Roman legal
phrase being “ satis accipere ’’ or * exigere,” to take
security, the opposite of which is ‘‘satis dare.”
But, according to Dr. Moulton,* 76 ikavov moieiv is
as old as Polybius.

In the speech of Tertullus before Felix (Acts xxiv.
a translation from the Latin has been detected, an
mpdvora and émeixera said to be Greek renderings
of the terms ‘ providentia” and * clementia
employed by the Roman advocate.

1 Light from the Ancient East, pp. 117 f.

8 Luke the Physician (Eng. Trans.), p. 50.
3 Ency. Biblica, i. 754.

¢ The Expositor, 1903, p. 115.
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Again, the Greek word dxardxpiros (Acts xvi. 37,
xxii. 25) seems curiously to misrepresent what Paul
must have said, since the word in its context suggests
that the flogging of a Roman citizen is allowable
after a formal trial. Sir William Ramsay! explains
the term thus: ““ No civis Romanus would claim his
rights in Greek. Paul claimed them in the Roman
tongue,and we may fairly understand that the officials
of a Roman colony were expected to understand
Latin. The phrase which Paul used was most
probably ‘res incognita,” ‘without investigating
our case.” Luke, however, had the true Greek
inability to sympathise with the delicacies of Roman
usage, and translated the Latin by a term which
would in some circumstances be a fair representative,
but not in these cases.”

So far as the evidence goes, it may be said that
there is nothing to show that Luke possessed any
real knowledge of Latin. At most, he {)robably
enjoyed only such acquaintance with the language
as might fall to the lot of a Greek traveller in the
first century, who happened to be the friend and
companion of a Roman citizen of Tarsus whose
religious views brought him not infrequently into
hostile relations with the Roman authorities.

III. Dip LUKE KNOW ARAMAIC ?

Did Luke know Aramaic? The question has
been answered in the affirmative and in the negative
by distinguished scholars. Dalman, Jiilicher, Dr.
M}:)ulton, and Archdeacon Allen say ‘“No” with
differing degrees of emphasis. Harnack, Nestle,
Dr. Stanton, and Dr. Moffatt say ““ Yes” with more
or less hesitation.

It may be granted that a native of Syrian Antioch,
though of Greek stock, might easily be acquainted

1 St. Paul, p. 225.
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with Aramaic, just as an Englishman born in Wales
and resident there until manhood would surprise
no one if he showed some knowledge of the ver-
nacular of the uf:rincipality. But a cultured Greek
of Antioch would not, save for strong and singular
reasons, betray signs in his Greek of an early Aramaic
environment, any more than a Welsh-born English
man of letters would write English with a Welsh
idiom. The spoken and the written e are
not the same. As Dr. Moulton remarks,! “ English-
man, Scotchman, American, Colonials, granted a
tolerable primary education, can interchange familiar
letters without betraying except in trifles the dialect
of their daily speech.” * We may add that a highly
educated speaker of standard English, recognisable
by his intonation as hailing from London, Edinburgh,
or New York, can no longer thus be recognised when
his words are written down.”

If Aramaisms, then, are discoverable in Luke’s
writings they must be accounted for. The author
of the lel':face to the third gospel is not a slipshod
writer like the illiterate papyri scribes of t
whose pronunciation often marred their spelling.
And Egyptian traits in the papyri? ““ are to be
looked for rather in the region of phonetics than
in accidence and syntax.” “In the Ptolemaic
papyri Ma finds no more than twenty-three
words which are probably Egyptian; fourteen only
of these are words which are unknown to the older
literature, whilst only a single instance of Coptic
syntactical influence has been discovered in the
whole papyrus collection.”

Aramaisms in Luke’s works would point (a) to
his use of Aramaised Greek sources taken over with
little emendation, or (b) to direct translation from
Aramaic with a rather imperfect knowledge of the

1 Grammar of New Testament Gresk, p. 19.
* Thackeray, Grammar of Old Testament Greek, i. 20.
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Semitic tongue, and with a peculiar anxiety to keep
close to the original text.

The first alternative is preferred by Dr. Moulton
and other scholars who cannot altogether deny the
presence of Aramaisms in the third gospel and in
Acts. There is little that is attractive about it.
Mark’s Aramaisms, in general, were treated with
little respect by the third evangelist, whilst in *‘ Luke
the Editor "’ ! his careful though critical handling of
an Aramaised source is illustrated in detail.

In andy case there is no need to suppose that
Luke had much of a grasp of Aramaic. The Greeks,
like the English, were poor linguists, and very proud
of the universal sovereignty of their speech. Even
Josephus, a one-time Jewish priest, who wrote
the Jewish War in Aramaic, had to translate it
into Greek for Roman readers, and the original
perished. To the Gentile evangelist and historian
a perfect acquaintance with Aramaic would be
almost a luxury.

The question whether Luke possessed any know-
ledge of Aramaic is unfortunately complicated by
the fact that the Kowrj includes, or at least permits,
idioms that are quite at home in Aramaic. The
precise number and value of these coincidences are
subjects of some dispute, and only approximately
determined with difficulty.

Occasionally, as Dr. Moulton recognised, an
idiom just possible in the Kousj is overworked in
the New Testament because it literally translates
some Aramaic phrase. The same phenomenon is
. found in the Old Testament in Greek as between
Hebrew and Greek.

It would appear that Wellhausen has rather
over-estimated the number of Semitisms in the New
Testament, and that Deissmann has minimised their
number and importance.

1 See pp. 92 fi.
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The investigation of Luke’s Aramaisms may
begin with the admissions of those sceptical of his
knowledge of Aramaic.

The use of the auxiliary verb * to begin *’ where
nothing at all is said of any further development,
so common in the Gospels, is a well-known Aramaic
idiom. Matt. iii. 9 has u%) 8dénre Aéyeww where
Luke iii. 8 reads uw dpfnofle Aéyew. Dalman?
admits that Matthew’s version is only “a con-
structio ad semsum in better Greek.” Dr. Moulton3?
agrees that it is * manifestly a deliberate improve-
E:ll:t of an original preserved more exactly by

e.li

Archdeacon Allen,® after investigating the use
of 1vjpfaro-avro, concludes * (a) the construction
was not congenial to the editor of the first gospel;
(6) St. Luke does not care for St. Mark’s use of
‘ ' when used as in Aramaic as a mere
auxiliary, but does not feel able to edst the construction
out of sayings with the same freedom as in narrative.”
The italics are mine. Dr. Moulton attributes
Luke’s preservation of the Aramaic idiom to his
desire for accuracy being superior to his love of
good Greek. Archdeacon Allen proves that this
applies only to sayings. All three scholars assume
that rough Greek translations formed the source
of the evangelist’s Aramaisms. * The construction
in Luke,” says the Archdeacon, “is partly due to
the Aramaised Greek of his sources, partly to his
feeling that ‘ began to’ is often quite natural in
Greek (especially in'such phrases as * began to say ’)
even when ‘ began ’ has no special emphasis."”

A few variants in the Matthean and Lucan
versions of “Q’’ have been shown by Nestle and
Wellhausen to be different renderings of one original.

1 The Words of Jesus (Eng. Trans.), p. 27.
2 Grammar of New Testament Grsek, p. 15.
3 Commentary on Mark, pp. 48-49.
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Matthew (x. 12) reads eloepydpevor 8¢ eis ™y
oixlav domdoacle admiv for whicg Luke (x. 5) has
eis v 8 dv eloé\bnre oixiav, mpdrov Aéyere elpipm
7$ ol Tovre. The latter is the Aramaic form of
greeting, and is supported by the continuation in
Matt. x. I3 xai éav pév 3§ 1 olxia dfia, ENdrw 1) elpipm
Judv én’ admv x.r.A. This instance is the more
noteworthy since Luke, almost alone in the New
Testament, uses elpippnp in the classical sense of
exemption from the havoc of war, e.g. Luke xiv. 32,
Acts xii. 20, xxiv. 2.

Again, for Matt. xxiii. 25 xafapilere 76 éfwbev Tod
momplov kai Tis mapofidos, Eowlev 8¢ yéuovow éf
dpmayfis xai dxpaoias Luke has (xi. 39) 76 éfwlev T0b
mornplov kail Tob mwivaxos rabapilere 70 8¢ éowlev
Sudv yéuew dpmayfls xai mowplas. In the original
Aramaic two participles would be used, the second
of which “ Matthew ”’ or the Greek translator before
him, has misunderstood, and so made “ cups and
platters "’ to be full of extortion and excess. Luke
has apprehended the meaning of the source without
reproducing it quite literally, substituting the more
general words wivaf and mowmpla for mapoyis and
dxpacia. In what follows, however (Matt. xxiii. 26
= Luke xi. 41), Luke has confused the two verbs ya
“cleanse ” and v ‘“‘give alms,” which differ
little in sound and originally were identical. The
various renderings of Luke’s Greek by the Old
Latin and Vulgate versions, and by interpreters
from Beza onwards rather indicate that the evange-
list kept close to his source, as he read it, even at
the expense of intelligibility. Dr. McNeile has
noted other instances where the difference between
the Matthew and Lucan versions of “ Q" seem to
be explicable by reference to an Aramaic original.

Scholars f.gilenerally have denied a common Aramaic
source for the non-Marcan matter in Matthew and
Luke because of the difficulty of supposing that
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the two evangelists translated independently from
such a source.

“ They could not have hit so generally upon the
same order of words, especially where many other
arrangements would have done as well (and occasion-
ally better), nor would they have agreed in the
translation of an Aramaic word by the same unusual
Greek word, as notably in the émwovowov of the Lord’s
Prayer.” 1

The difference between Q- and Q™ and their
likeness in certain striking details have led to the
view, commonly accepted, that there were two
Greek translations of the original Aramaic ““Q, " or
two recensions of the same translation which have
had different histories. The earlier hypothesis that
Matthew and Luke used substantially the same
text of ““Q,” despite the scholarship spent upon
it by various eminent scholars, cannot be said to
be established. The divergences between “Q” in
Matthew and “Q” in Luke are too wide to be
ascribed to the literary activity of the evangel-
ists themselves. This is but one of the causes of
difference.

The main cause, according to Bernhard Weiss,
is Luke’s use of his peculiar source (L). With con-
spicuous acuteness the great German scholar isolates
various characteristics in thought and language of
a document which Luke used as a third source, that
in part covered the same ground as Mark and “ Q"
but was more comprehensive than the latter. All
the materials in the gospel belong to these three
sources, and, in a large measure, the differences
from Q- in Q“* (so called) are ascribed to the
third evangelist’s use of (L). This solution of the
problem raises difficulties of its own. Granted the
theory of ““Q” and tS:L), then, as Harnack urges,
‘“ exact proofs as to the analysis are impossible in

1 Patton, Sowrcss of the Symoptic Gospels, p. 123.
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the case of two unknowns.” ! What is more, the
character of Luke that emerges in Weiss’s discussions
is hardly that of the editor, translator, and author
who appears in Acts. ‘‘ One sees in him the fore-
runner of Tatian and the later harmonists.” 3
Dr. Stanton ? suggests that an Aramaic original
of “Q” appeared in two Greek translations, one
intended for the Jews, the other for the Gentiles,
and the translator of the latter omitted all that he
deemed unsuitable for Gentiles including %jxovoare
. .. éya 8¢ Aéyw vutv (Matt. v.) in the sayings on
Retaliation, and on Love and Hatred ; and having
omitted the condemnations of hypocrisy in alms,
Erayer, and fasting,he added the Woes (Luke vi.24ff.).
ut as Dr. McNeile observes : ¢ ““ It is true that Luke
would hardly have ventured to set aside the passage
on the Law if he had found it ready translated in
his document ; but it is scarcely less improbable
that a translator would have set it aside if he had
found it in his Aramaic document.” Perhaps the
latter alternative may be said to be the more improb-
able of the two in view of the early date at which
such a translator must have done his work, and of
the high respect in which the Law was held by
Aramaic-speaking Christians of the Apostolic Age.
Having regard to the complicated ancfo it must be
admitted, only partially satisfactory solutions of
the problem of ““Q,” it is not surprising that two
recent writers have sought to get rid of the difficulties
by the simple expedient of getting rid of “ Q,” in
the German phrase, ‘ emptying out the baby with the
bath.” Mr. Robinson Smith and Mr. Lummis
thus maintain that Luke used the first gospel. In-
cidentally, this way out disposes of the question of

1 Theologische Litsraturseit, 1908, S. 468.

8 Ibid. S. 466.

3 Gospels as Historical Documents, ii. 80-84.
¢ Commentary on Matthew, pp. 100-101.
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Luke’s knowledge of Aramaic, so far, at least, as the
evidence of his gospel is concerned.

The objections to this theory based upon the
“ very great divergencies between the two gospels
where such divergencies would not be expected”
are well known and need no elaboration. Mr.
Smith, however, boldly pushes the theory to the
furthest point, and declares that Luke ! “ in handling
his Marcan material blurs, obliterates, blunders,
fabricates, falsifies, flattens out, mutilates, murders,”
and “ precisely as Mark fares at his hands so does
Matthew fare—only the results are more serious.”

Even making full allowance for the lure of
alliteration, this indictment of Luke is serious.
Happily the evidence on which the evangelist is
convicted of criminal proceedings proves quite
flimsy upon a dispassionate examination of it. Mr.
Smith’s argument rests upon the supposed manner
in which Mark has been used by Matthew and Luke
respectively. ‘‘ Where a choice from two or more
Marcan expressions has been made, the first choice
falls to Matthew and the second to Luke.” Mr.
Patton shows that all the instances alleged, e.g.
Mark x. 29 (Matt. xix. 29 ; Luke xviii. 29) cannot be
brought under the operation of this , and that
in most cases a simpler and more valid reason may
be suggested for Luke’s conduct. He concludes:?
“ Even if the use of Matthew by Luke were not
contradicted by so many characteristics of both these
Gospels, the writer cannot see how the choice by
Luke of the second part of a phrase of which Matthew
has taken the first part should prove the use of
Matthew by Luke. &Ihy should not Luke feel free
to take precisely that part of a Marcan phrase which
Matthew has taken—if he wanted it ? Why should
his finding it in Matthew make him feel that he was

1 Hibbert Journal, April 1912, pp. 621-3.
3 Sources of the Symoptic Gospels, p. 107.
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not at liberty to use it ? Why indeed, if Luke was
copying Matthew, should he not have followed him
in his quotation of a certain part of a Marcan phrase,
insteafil of putting himself every time to the trouble
of going back to his Mark to pick out that part of
the phrase which Matthew had left ? It does not
?uite appear why the facts cited by Mr. Smith (so
ar as analysis of the passages from which they are
cited leaves any of them standing) might not just
as well be turned against his theory as for it.”

Again, if, with Mr. Smith, we *‘ bracket as untrust-
worthy or at least as open to suspicion all the matter
in Luke, about three-fourths of it, which finds a
parallel in Matthew or Mark,” we cannot regard the
rest as credible traditions of our Lord’s teaching.
The criminal who spends most of his life in robbery
with violence may make a death-bed repentance at
the end, or possibly cease his plundering when old
age creeps upon him, but, in his prime, he will
not spend a fourth of his days in honest industry
and praiseworthy endeavour. A place, therefore,
can only be found for the third gospel amongst
apocryphal gospels—the productions in the main
of fancy and imagination. This is too much even
for Mr. Robinson Smith to demand.

Another consideration, unnoticed by Mr. Patton,

ally cogent against the theories of Mr. Smith and
ﬁlr. Lummis, is based upon the character of Luke’s
language in numerous non-Marcan sections of his
gospel. It is noticed more fully below. Mr.
Lummis’s presentation of his case is less exciting
and more mathematical than that of Mr. Robinson
Smith. He does not indulge in objectionable
language, unless we esteem ‘inconcinnity,” ‘‘ ad-
scititious,” and the like to be such. Indeed, he is
rather impressed by the excellent motive of the third
evangelist. * The preface which opens the third
gospel,” we are told, * expresses a demand of Luke’s
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own nature. He wished in all his studies and exer-
cises to be consecutive, comprehensive, and exact.”’ !

Accepting without question Harnack’s view that
Matthew rather than Luke has preserved the words
of the Sayings of Jesus, Mr. Lummis endeavours to
prove that Luke has followed the order of Matthew.
‘ Luke used Mark as the basis of his gospel ; paused
now and again at a convenient place to gather up
the sayings which appeared up to that point in
Matthew ; and dealt with such a collection of
sayings between point and point, as matter to be
separately handled.” 2

In support of his theory, he further adduces
*“ the coincidences between Mt. and Lc. against Mc.
in the triple parallel,” rejecting the alleged causes
for such coincidence stated by Dr. Stanton and
Schmiedel (he might have added Bernhard Weiss 3),
and pleading the “ old principle of economy of
hypothesis *’ which the direct use of Matthew by
Luke illustrates.

‘“ Economy of hypothesis,” like some measures
of war economy, may, however, be due to neglect
or ignorance of the facts. A good hypothesis must
be a possible explanation of the facts. In this case,
Luke’s use of Matthew does not explain his language,
nor without sundry subsidiary hypotheses can it
be made to explain his additions and omissions in
the non-Marcan sections.

Mr. Lummis’s hypothesis of a first edition of
Luke from which the matter peculiar to the third
gospel was absent, and of which Codex Bezae pre-
serves various readings is noticed elsewhere.* There
is also the hypothesis that ‘‘ Luke’s copy of
Matthew was somewhat frayed and worn, and that
a word or two here and there has been obliterated

1 How Luke was Written, p. 21. 3 Ibid. p. 46.
3 Die Quellen des Lukasevangeliums, p. 9.
¢ See ‘‘ Luke the Editor,” p. 111.
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or half-obliterated,”! and the hypothesis that
‘“ certain passages in canonical Mark were not before
Luke,” whilst we are further bidden remember
that * Luke used his pen very freely at the revision,
so that we cannot always ascertain the original
state of his Matthean matter in the original Luke.” 3

Though it is urged that ‘‘ the case is complete
without D,” and that the two last hypotheses are
“results of the theory that Luke used Matthew,
not preconditions for its possibility,” it is plain
that the theory would be rather difficult to establish
even to the satisfaction of its author without these
subsidiary hypotheses. Where, however, the theo
breaks down is by its failure to cover the facts whiz
the evidence of Luke’s language presents. Semit-
isms in the writings of Luke are almost unnoticed.
Only one (Actsi. 10) is named,? and with a ““ perhaps,”
after an excision of an intruding word has been
suggested as an ‘‘ obvious " improvement.

To Luke’s literary ability, Mr. Lummis pays full,
if somewhat condescending tribute:4 ‘‘ He was, at
the time when he began Lk.m (the original draft
of the gospel), probably a young man, of some
literary cuﬁflre, and a little self-conscious in his
choice of language, one who weighed forms of
expression, weeded and enlarged his vocabulary,
was eager to learn, and anxious not to learn amiss.”
“In some little points of idiom, Luke, like other
young writers, is punctilious but not quite easy.
Though even Matthew falls short of Luke’s own
intended level of narrative Greek, he may often

ive a useful hint how to paraphrase one of Mark’s

arbarisms. Luke’s aim is to embody in his writing
all that is precious in Mark and Matthew, so far
as it is fit to be offered to the larger, more critical
Hellenic world to which he himself belongs.”

1 How Luke was Written, p. 46.
* Ibid. p. 98. 8 Ibid. p. 45. ¢ Ibid. p. 137.
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It mz:jy reasonably be questioned whether Luke,
a trained physician before his conversion to Chris-
tianity, who had accompanied Paul in his travels
and wrote after the Apostle had reached Rome, was
%uite so young a man as Mr. Lummis supposes.

ut how comes it that so self-conscious a writer
of Greek has introduced Aramaisms into his text
when copying Matthew ?

e Aramaic use of #péaro -avro occurs in Mark
twenty-six times, or twenty-seven, if we add xiv.
22 (D). Of these Matthew retains six only, whilst
Luke retains only two. This is what we should
expect to find. But observe the use in non-Marcan
passages. ‘' St. Matthew also has the construction
six times. In one of these, viz. iv. 17, the word has
a very great emphasis; two, viz. xviii. 24 and xxiv.
49, occur in sayings of Christ; two, viz. xi. 7 and
xxiv. 49, occur also in St. Luke. The remaining
two are in narrative. Of these xi. 20 might be
editorial, xiv. 30 occurs in a narrative peculiar to
the First Gospel.”! Besides the two cases he
derived from Mark, Luke has it twenty-five times.
“ Of these twelve are in sayings. The remaining
thirteen are in narrative. Of these five are the
phrase ‘began to say’ and one of them, vii. 24,
occurs in St. Mark. In three, viz. xiv. 30, Xv. 14, 24,
the ‘ began ’ may be emphatic. Five (iv. 21, v. 21,
ix. I2, xix. 37, xxiii. 2) are remarkable as occurring
in passages with Marcan parallels, and as being
therefore possibly due to St. Luke’s editorial hand.
The question is, why should such a writer as Mr.
Lummis cogé{_qess&sALuke %& be when ;:o.pying’?datthew
change re AMéyew (Matt. iii. 9) into u7) dpénole
Aéyew (f\?ke iii. 8), or introduce the Aramaigpi%zom
at all where Matthew had it not? Of the twelve
occurrences of this Aramaism in Sayings reported
by Luke, seven are in sections peculiar to him, two

1 Allen, Commentary on Mark, p. 49.
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are introduced into ‘““ Q' passages, one into a
Marcan passage, and two, as Mr. Allen observed,
are also in Matthew. For the rest, two are intro-
duced into the narrative of “Q” and three are
found in the narrative of the peculiar matter. Of
the five introduced into the Marcan narrative, one
(iv. 21) is in a section very different from the sup-
posed parallels in Mark vi. 1-6 = Matt. xiii. 53-58,
and is probably the result of Luke’s working ““ Q ”
matter into this portion of Mark, whilst ix. 12
marks a point of time and gives a reason for
what follows, and xix. 37 also graphically marks
axlla exact period when a certain occurrence took
place.

Possibly it may throw light upon the usage of
Luke if we note that the construction is found
seven times in Acts.

Again, on the hypothesis that Luke used Matthew,
the variants already noted in the ‘‘ Matthean”
narrative of Luke are not easily expla.ined, eg. X.5,
the Aramaic use of elp7jvy, and the singular departure
from the text of Matt. xxiii. 26 (xafdpioov mpdTov 70
évros Tod mornplov) which Luke (xi. 41) gives (mAw
7d évévra 8dre éenuootvmy). The other instances
cited by Dr. McNeile as pointing to an Aramaic
original of Matthean and Lucan words also demand
:nﬁ e:éplanation which Mr. Lummis’s theory fails to

ord.

It will be seen that if Luke knew Aramaic and
made use of Aramaic sources in his gospel, the
verdict of Harnack which many scholars have
accepted so readily, that Matthew has preserved
the words of “ Q" almost invariably, will require
considerable modification.

The Aramaisms in Luke are most easily accounted
for on the presumption that he was acquainted with
an Aramaic “ Q.”

From Mark he has taken over comparatively
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few Aramaisms. Generally, as in the case of the
auxiliary ﬂﬁiaro -avro in narrative, they have dis-
appeared beneath his editorial hand. A Greek
source, largely made up of narrative, and written
by a man for whom Luke entertained no very high
opinion, would not make the same appeal to him
as an Aramaic source composed almost entirely of
the words of Jesus. .

Of Aramaisms in Mark recognised by Wellhausen
and other scholars Luke has omitted forty-eight,
or including the readings of Codex Bezae in the
second gospel, fifty-six, of which thirty are in
narrative, twenty-one in Sayings of Jesus, and five
in other Sayings.!

These Marcan examges are not all of eqhual
value as illustrations of Aramaic idiom distinguished
from the idiom of the Kounj, but almost half of
them (Nos. 10, 16, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30,
31, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 44, 50, 53, 55, 56) are rather

uliarly Aramaic in colour. In cases like the use
of 8vo 8vo to express distribution, or els in the sense
of s, the occurrence of the same idiom in the Kourj
cannot be held to exclude the presumption that
in a writer like Mark they are due to his Semitic
origin and culture.

Certain Aramaisms, omitted by Luke from his
Marcan sections, occur elsewhere in his gospel, the
reason for which must be found in his attitude
towards Mark and other sources.

In all Luke has some eighty-six Aramaisms (in
cluding readings in Codex Bezae),? of which seventy-
one are in Sayings and only fifteen in narrative.
Of the seventy-one, sixty are in Sayings of Jesus,
one in a Saying of Jesus reported second hand,
and ten in agmgs of other than Jesus. Again,
eighteen of the Sayings are in *‘ Q ”’ sections, twenty-

1 See Excursus II. pp. 89 fi.
* See Excursus I. pp. 85 ff.
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three in Marcan sections, and thirty in sections
peculiar to Luke.

Of twenty Aramaisms added by Luke, seven-
teen are in Sayings (fifteen of Jesus) and only three
in narrative. Of the seventeen in Sayings, eight are
in “ Q" and nine in Marcan sections.

Of the fourteen possible variant translations in
Matthew and Luke noted by Wellhausen and
Dr. McNeile, all are, of course, in Sayings of Jesus.
The twelve occurrences of the Aramaic use of 7pfaro
-avro in Sayings have been already noticed.

It may be frankly acknowledged that many of
these ‘ Aramaisms” may be challenged on the

ound of parallels in the Kou»j, but others are
indisputable.! An attempt has been made to
distinguish the two classes.?

So far as this evidence goes, it suggests rather
strongly that there is some special reason for Luke’s
Aramaisms being found so largely in Sayings of Jesus.
In other words, it points to an Aramaic “ Q " used
by Luke. This would account for most of the
striking differences in the “ Logia” of Luke as
compared with Matthew. The fact that so many
of the Aramaisms occur in ix. 11-xviii. 14 confirms
the primitive character of what on other grounds has
been considered a unity.?

The singular verbal resemblances between Mat-
thew and Luke in their non-Marcan sections can
only be accounted for by the theory that Luke also
used some recension of a Greek “ Q" familiar to
Matthew. The Greek and the Aramaic “ Q’s”
cannot have been identical, but must have been
related. The phenomena of the first and third
gospels make it certain that Luke had sources
independent of Matthew, and vice versa, whilst it is

1 See Excursus I. pp. 85 ff.
* See Excursus L. pp. 85 ff.
8 See * Luke the Editor,” p. 92.
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almost certain that some of these sources possessed
common material,

The agreement, then, in language and order in
the “ Q" sections of Matthew and Luke is due to
a Greek source; a few of their divergences are
merely variants of the original Aramaic word or
phrase ; more, but of comparatively little importance,
reflect the personal and literary idiosyncrasies of
the two evangelists; the most numerous and im-
portant of all result from Luke’s use of an Aramaic
source. In Matthew alone, as Archdeacon Allen

es, there is doubtless much that comes from
“(),” since the first evzﬁelist—a careful compiler—
probably availed himself of other Sayings besides
the Greek recension with which in some form Luke
was acquainted. Similarly Sayings reported only
by Luke in “ Q" sections, or in the document
which apparently lies behind chaps. ix. 11-xviii. 14,
must be held to be as primitive and authoritative
as anything in the gospel. Even in Luke’s Marcan
sections ‘‘ the words of Jesus are very carefully
reproduced, in so far as there is no question of
making them more intelligible, or securing them

ainst misunderstanding.” 1

Luke used the Aramaic source to supplement and
correct the Greek “ Q "’ ; where the translation of the
latter satisfied him he took it over, where it did not
he translated direct from the Aramaic. In sections
where the Greek “ Q" offered no equivalent for the
Aramaic he, of course, followed the latter. Conse-
quently where Matthew and Luke are in close agree-
ment the omissions by Luke are more important than
his additions. The Matthean portions thus omitted
may have been based on material of value known
to the first evangelist, but, leaving out of considera-
tion small details of style and the like, they were
not present in the Greek or Aramaic *“ Q *’ used by

1 B. Weiss, Die Quellen des Lucasevangeliums, S. 61.
F
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the third evangelist. Dr. Moulton, however, attri-
butes the misunderstandu:i’ of a Semitic original
shown in Luke’s text to the author of his Greek
source. To prove Luke himself responmsible, ‘we
should at least have to show that such errors
were very numerous and evenly distributed, and
that the same kind of mistake occurred in different
places.”’ 1

“ Had he been his own translator, we should have
expected to find the same evenness in the distribu-
tion of Aramaisms as we find in those general
features of grammar and style which so overwhelm-
inﬂy vindicate the unity of the two books ad
T ’lgfhilum.”’ :

e ‘“distribution” which is demanded may
fairly be claimed to be discernible,® though modified
by the use of a Greek as well as an Aramaic “Q,”
whilst the unity of the two books ad Theophilum is
further demonstrated, for when we turn from the
gospel to Acts, Luke’s knowledge of Aramaic is still
more clearly seen.

One other consideration remains to be named.
In view of the date at which the Synoptists wrote,
the influence of oral tradition cannot be entirely
eliminated. Some cases of repetition and trans-
ference of formulas may ultimately be due¢ “ to
oral processes of preservation and transmission.”
But this is comparatively a small matter.

IV. ARAMAIC SOURCES IN I ACTS

Professor Torrey ® has accumulated much con-
vincing evidence for his theory that in chaps. i.-xv.
Luke is translating an Aramaic document—and not

1 Gyammay of New Testament Greek, ii. 19.

8 Ibid. ii. 21. 3 See Excursus I.
¢ Hawkins, Horas Synopticas, p. 139.

§ Composition and Date of Acts.
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seldom mistranslating. Some of the most baffling
and mysterious Greek passages in Acts are thus
made plaln For example, in ii. 47 the words émi
70 adré have hitherto remamed an unsolved riddle.
The phrase ordinarily means “ together,” “in the
same place,” and, in the papyri, is often used in
anthmetical statements. * In the Greek Old Testa-
ment it is the standing eqmvalent of »ym, T, But
in ii. 47 this meaning is *‘ obviously inadmissible.”

The Aramaic equivalent is nmb, nn%. But in

the Judaic dlalects of Aramaic the usual meanmg
of wmb is_“ greatly,” “ exceedingly,” and “ this is
precisely what is needed in place of éni 76 adrd in
Acts ii. :g Similarly the confused Greek of iv.
24 ff. is shown to rest upon a mxsreadmg of RN
T N ‘ that which our father ”’ as yaman 1 87 ¢
7of marpds fjudv. Amongst other passages whose
interpretation is made intelligible as a misreading
of Aramaic are viii. 10 and xv. 7. Occasionally,
as in the discovery of an Aramaism in the use of
and with a passwe verb or m phrases like xara
odoav éxxlnoiav, éyeipew eis, the theory may be
pressed too far in view of the parallels in vernacular
Greek. But, making every possible allowance for
usages current in the Kouwsj, the case for translation
from Aramaic seems to be established.

Three recent writers,! differing in important
details from Professor Torrey, have admitted the
force of his arguments and accepted his main con-
clusion.

Mr. W. J. Wilson even makes a further con-
tribution to the discussion. Upon the basis of his
predecessor’s investigation, he explains the diﬂicul(ti}s'
presented to commentators in 1. 2 by the wor

1 W. J. Wilson, Harvard Theological Review, January 1918;
Kent, Work and Teachings of the Apostles, pp. 6 fi.; Bwon,
American Journal of Theology, January 1918.
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&vrelddpevos and diud mvedparos dylov. The original of
the last phrase was nmnp ~1 apy12. 1 in this instance
is mistranslated by 8.d, possibly because the phrase
of which it forms part was ‘‘ one of the established
formulae of Christianity in Luke’s day.” The pre-
position should have been renderecy by mepi, 2
occasionally having the sense of ‘‘ in the case of,”
‘“ in the matter of,” ‘“ in respect of,” * concerning.”
We thus learn the nature of the command given in
i. 2—‘“Having given the Apostles instruction
regarding the Holy Spirit.” Other passages also
explained in the same way are xii. 25 and xv. 14.

Adopting the theory of an Aramaic source
Professor Kent thinks ‘‘ the internal proof is cumu-
lative that originally independent documents or
traditions have been combined "’ in it. For example,
iv. 1-31 and v. 17-42 are * older and later versions
of the same incident.” “ The incompleteness of
certain of the narratives also points to originally
independent sources, e.g. xi. 30 and xv. 2, where
the elders at Jerusalem are introduced without any
explanation of their origin,” whilst ““ at least two
important groups of early Christian traditions may
be distinguished in chaps. iii.-xv.”” Whether, in-
deed, a single Aramaic document lies behind the
whole of chaps. i-xv. 35, as Professor Torrey
imagines, is very doubtful. As early as xi. 28 we
learn from Codex Bezae that Luke was personally
interested in the affairs of the Church at Antioch.1
We need not search for a source behind his narrative
at that point, and presumably, from the time of
his conversion onwards, Luke did not stand com-
pletely outside the circle of Christian believers, of
which he afterwards wrote, though he may not have
been constantly at its centre.

Again, the facts which led Harnack to regard
chap. ii. and v. 17-42 as doublets are more easily

1 See * Luke the Diarist,” pp. 195 fL.
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met by supposi.ng that Luke translated more than
one source than by crediting those chapters to one
Judaean scribe writing as early as 49 A.0. Harnack’s
analysis of sources has won a wide acceptance on its
merits. In the early part of Acts Luke appears,
in some respects, a omepuoldyos—a picker-up of
unconsidered Aramaic trifless. But he was more
than a mere translator. The Lucan authorship
of the Jerusalem letter is discussed elsewhere.l
Professor Torrey, moreover, exaggerates the differ-
ence between the first and second parts of Acts
when he says the one “ differs widely and con-
stantly ”’ from the other ‘‘ both in the idiom which
it uses and in its literary structure.” Sir John
Hawkins, by the linguistic evidence which he pre-
sents, connects Acts i.-xii. and xiii.-xxviii., and also
the book as a whole with the third gospel.

If we make the division with Professor Torrey
at xv. 35, the conclusion is not materially different.
Sir John Hawkins gives 151 words and phrases as
characteristic of the third gospel.? Of these 35
do not appear in Acts at all, 1 is doubtful. Of the
remaining 115, 79 are found in chaps. i.~xv. 35 and
chaps. xv. 36-xxviii.; 23 are in the first section
alone, and 13 in the second section alone. An
asterisk is prefixed by Sir John Hawkins to the
most distinctive and important instances. There
are 21 words so marked, of which 4 do not occur
in Acts, 1 is found in each of the two parts alone,
and 15 in both. Harnack, who also thinks the
first part of Acts closes with xv. 35 (xv. 36—
xvi. 5 forming the transition from the first to the
second part), is plainly justified by the facts when
he says?® “the style of the first half is certainly
distinguishable from that of the second half by

1 See ** Luke the Letter-Writer.”

* Horas Synopticae, 2nd ed., pp. 15 ff.
8 Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Trans.), p. 163.
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certain obvious and tangible characteristics,” yet
‘‘ the agreement is much greater than the difference.”
In regard to the difference between the two parts
Harnack observes:! ‘ The discovery that a series
of important words only occur either in the one
or the other half of the Acts respectively cannot
be decisive ; for, in the first place, these words
are also often found in the gospel of St. Luke ;
secondly, St. Luke, after he has once used a word
is fond of holding on to it, only to let it drop again
after some little time; and, thirdly, the semi-
evangelic style of the first chapters of the Acts
required a somewhat different vocabulary from that
of the second half.”

There is another matter not noticed by Professor
Torrey. Some, at least, of the™* Western * variants
in the early parts of Acts, e.g.i. 1, appear to be con-
flations of Luke’s text with the sources which he
used. Professor Torrey entertains too low a view
of Codex Bezae and of the ‘“ Western *’ text generally
in comparison with Codex Vaticanus and its nearest
associates when he speaks of the text of the former
MS. as “all but worthless *’ and that of the latter
as ““ very old and correct.” 3

The common mistakes of transcribers are very
numerous in Codex Bezae, but we need not accept
Blass’s view of the ** Western ' text before we reject
that of Professor Torrey. There is a via media
elsewhere indicated.? On any theory of the sources
of Acts it is hardly conceivable that they should
not have exercised some influence on the Greek
texts of early MSS., and Professor Lake ¢ ap
to have perceived this when he said that * the.
solution of the * Western ’ interpolations or ‘ Neutral’

1 Luke the Physician (Eng. Trans.), pp. 107-8.
8 Composition and Dats of Acts, p. 40, #. 1.

3 See Introd. p. 2.

¢ Text of the New Testament, p. 91.
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interpolations is connected somehow with the
sources of the New Testament rather than with
its text. It is a remarkable fact that the prominent
features of the ‘ Western ’ text exist in the Gospels
and Acts, which are based on documents of an
early date, but are, to a large extent, wanting in
the Epistles, which are free compositions uncon-
nected with other writings.”

Whether the “ Western ”’ variants in the third
gosgel and in Acts are to be attributed to his sources,
to Luke himself, or to copyists, must be determined
in every instance by a cntical examination of the
reading in the light of Luke's characteristics on
the one hand, and of the manners and methods of
scribes on the other.

A few curious variants from the LXX in the Old
Testament quotations in the first part of Acts may
be due to slight differences in the Old Testament
Greek text of that date from that which has survived.
Two illustrations will show what is meant.

Iarpuat (Acts iii. 25) is found in a quotation from
Gen. xxii. 18, where €y is read by the LXX, or
from Gen. xii. 3, where the reading is ¢vAai.

There is no authority for ﬂaffaai in either of the
two verses named. Preuschen?! thinks the quota-
tion has been altered under the influence of Ps.
xxi. 28 where marpwal is found, and for which the
Heb. is ninen as in Gen. xii. 3. It is more
Erobable that marpial is due to the source used by

uke. In Actsiv. 11 we read éfovferlels, whilst Mark
xii. 10 = Matt. xxi. 42 follow the LXX dwedoxipacar
in the rendering of »onp Ps. cxviii. 22. The LXX
translation occurs also 1n Luke xxxgz, I Peter ii. 7.
Swete gives no variant in the LXX, and Hatch-
Redpath no passage in which éfovfevely occurs in
anything like the sense of the Acts passage.

1 Dis Apostelgeschichte, S. 22.
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Preuschen ! notes that the verb pun is regularly
translated by éfovfevéw in 1 Kings, elsewhere only
in Ps. Ixxxviii. 39. Here he admits that the variant
in Acts iv. 11 like that of olxodduot for of oixodo-
podvres ‘‘ must go back to a tradition which reflects
an independent witness of the original text.”

V. LUKE AN EDITOR AS WELL AS TRANSLATOR
IN T ACTS

Again, though to Professor Torrey it does not
seem to be a necessary supposition that Luke made
editorial changes, and he does not believe it is
possible to recognise them, yet the phenomena
presented by the Greek text and by the occasional
repetitions and lack of sequence in the early part
of Acts point to the editorial hand.

Professor Torrey thinks that in the original
Aramaic the words 8iud xewpds (Acts ii. 23) were the
same as those behind Mark xiv. 41, and the rendering
should have been eis xeipas. The Peshitta, it may
be added, has T3 in both es. Swete 3 gives
as Semitisms in the LXX 3wt yepds, els xeipas, éx
X€wpds = T0, T, apparently regarding the first two
Greek expressions as parallels=T3. Robertson 3
gives the following examples of the use of yeip:8ud
xepos (Acts xv. 23), 8id 7@v xepdv adrdv (Acts xiv. 3),
els xetpas (Luke xxiv. 7), eis 1-3: xetpa (Luke xv. 22),
éx xewpos mdvtwy (Luke 1. 71), év 7 xeipi adrod (John
iii. 355):);):: xepl dyyédov (Acts vii. 35). A reference
to the Peshitta shows that 8.d with the genitive,
é& with the dat., eis with the acc., and o with
the dat. in these examples are all renderings of
T3, whilst éx yepds=Tn. In the Sinaitic Syriac

1 Die Apostelgeschichte, S. 22.

8 Imtyoduction,® p. 308.
8 Grammar of New Testament, p. 649.
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the John p e is missing. The other gospel
passages are rendered as in the Peshitta.

On the other hand, outside 2 Chronicles -m
is only once translated by 8.a yewpds, elsewhere it
is év xewpl or some paraphrase. In 2 Chronicles
the 8.4 construction occurs four times and the é&
construction three times. &id yewpds (Acts ii. 23)
as the equivalent of vy in the sense of agent is
possible, but é xewp!, as the LXX shows, would be
more usual. The Acts phrase should be read, with
Professor Torrey, as els xeipas and taken with
éxdorov. The passage is then closely parallel with
Luke xxiv. 7 ¢t mapadobijvar els xeipas dvbpdrmewv
duaprwAdv. Luke’s comparative ignorance of the
art of translating Aramaic into Greek has led him
astray.

But a verse like ii. 36 is so admirable in its arrange-
ment of words as not to read like a translation.
Since it marks the close of Peter’s speech, and sums
up the drift of his argument, ii. 14-35, we may fairly
recognise the editorial hand. ’Aogalds in the sense
of the word here (certo) does not occur elsewhere
in the New Testament and is classical.

In iv. 21 74 is used before a sentence, a Lucan
characteristic and a classical idiom, found eight
times in the third gospel but, elsewhere in Acts,
only in xxii. 30. Acts iv. 21 narrates what happened
after Peter and John had concluded their words,
and again the editorial hand of Luke is betrayed.

Chap. v. 14 is by several scholars regarded as
an insertion, since v. 15 follows closely in sense
u}non v. 13, Professor Torrey relieves the difficulty
of the passage by taking xoMdocfa in v. I3 as a
mistranslation of an Aramaic word from the root
27p, or more probably pnd, which in the Hithpael
in late Hebrew means * to contend,” but in Syriac
““to be united with.” Even so, v. 14 may be an
editorial, that is, a Lucan addition expa.m%ng the
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phrase @A\’ éueydAvvev adrods ¢ Aads and preparing
the way for verse 15 dore xal els rds mAarelas
éxPépew Tods dolevels rr.

The section vi. 8-15 by its repetition (e.g. verses
11, 13, 14) points to a duplication of sources. Prob-
ably the preservation of traces of his sources by
Luke (cp. the three accounts of Paul’s conversion)
was due to his inability to decide between the
competing claims of his authorities, oral and written,
as much as to his conception of the functions of a
historian. .

The Lucan character of the Apostolic Letter (xv.
23 f.) and the editorial treatment of the source
behind it are shown elsewhere,! whilst the Antiochean
origin of Luke raises a presumption in favour of his
direct responsibility for the narrative concerning the
Church at Antioch (xi. 27-30).%

Taken as a whole, the linguistic evidence dis-
plays Luke as an editor as well as a translator in
the first fifteen chapters of Acts. In other words,
Luke compiled his second work very much as he did
his first. The difference between Luke as evangelist
and as historian is not so much one of methods as
of materials.

The date of the Aramaic sources used by Luke
is a matter of considerable importance in relation
to the question of the authority and historicity of
the book of Acts. The primitive Jewish character
of materials in 1 Acts is admitted by a scholar like
John Weiss,® who denies the Lucan authorship of
the book and attributes it to the post-Pauline period.

Dr. Bacon,* who also denies the authorship of
Luke, is more sceptical about the primitive character
of the source or sources lying behind chaps. i.-xv.

1 See ‘ Luke the Letter-Writer,” pp. 161 ff.

8 See ‘ Luke the Diarist,” p. 201.

8 Das Urchristentum, S. 7.

¢ American Journal of Theology, January 1918.
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*“ There is a kind of mental inertia which inclines us
to take for granted the priority of documents in
Semitic languages over those written in Greek.
It is quite unwarranted. So far as known documents
are concerned, the Greek are earlier. This applies
especially to the type of documents known as Acts,
Preaching, or Travels of Apostles. It is a Greek
type of literature.” He therefore concludes that
a Greek source lies at the back of the Aramaic
document translated by the author of Acts in chaps.
i.-xv. In support of his opinion Dr. Bacon adduces
Harnack’s admission as to the “ highly legendary
and idealised conception of the history '’ in 1 Acts.

It is possible that Professor Torrey’s date (49 or
early in the year 50) may be a little too early, but
the growth of legend is a much more rapid process
than Dr. Bacon seems willing to allow.

Simon de Montfort fell in the battle of Evesham,
August 4, 1265. During the siege of Kenilworth
(concluded Nov. 1266) the Dictum de Kenilworth
was drawn up “ for the general pacification of the
kingdom.” icle 8 reads: “ Rogantes humiliter
tam dominum legatum quam dominum regem ut
ipse dominus legatus sub districtione ecclesiastica
prorsus inhibeat, ne Simon comes Leycestriae a
quocunque pro sancto vel justo reputetur, cum in
excommunicatione sit defunctus, sicut sancta tenet
ecclesia ; et mirabilia de eo vana et fatua ab aliquibus
relata nullis unquam labiis proferantur; et dominus
rex haec eadem sub poena corporali velit districte
inhibere.”” As the biographer of Simon de Mont-
fort observes,“ La plupart des auteurs contemporains
parlent en effet du héros tombé au champ de bataille
d’Evesham comme d’un martyr et rapportent que
des miracles furent opérés, et sur son tombeau, et
3 I'endroit ol il avait été si affreusement mutilé.” 2

Legend did not grow less quickly in the first

1 Bémont, Simon de Monsfort, Sa Vie, p. 248.
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century than in the thirteenth. Nor is it incredible
that the Aramaic sources used by Luke were original
compositions in that tongue. The Aramaic portions
of Ezra (iv. 24~vi. 22) are held by many scholars to
have formed part of an Aramaic history; the Greek
rendering of an earlier Aramaic “3 ” is most
generally accepted as prior in date to Mark; and,
as already remarked, Josephus wrote his Jewish
War first in Aramaic.

For the second half of Acts, apart from the Diary
which Luke himself kept as the fellow-traveller of
Paul, there is no clear evidence of written sources.
In the first half of the book he employed Aramaic
sources containing a larger proportion of legendary
materials than was embedded in the sources of his

gospel.

feuke's knowledge of Aramaic, suggested by an
examination of the -third gospel, is confirmed, and
even demonstrated, by Professor Torrey’s analysis
of Acts i.-xv.

One question remains. Why was a cultured
Greek like Luke not content with a free translation
or paraphrase of his sources, so that his writings,
like the Jewish War of Josephus, should betray no
marks of an Aramaic parentage ?

The answer must be found in the character and
spirit of his enterprise as set forth in the preface to
his gospel, the essential principles of which governed
the composition also of Acts, addressed, like the
earlier work, to TheOPhllus : &ofe kdpot, mapnrolov-
Oyrére dvwlev maow dxpBis, xalefis ool ypdipar va
émyvds mept dv karnxifns Adywv T doddieav
(Luke i. 3-4).

The meaning of these words is most clearly seen
in Dr. Moffatt’s translation of the Preface as a
whole : “ Inasmuch as a number of writers have
essayed to draw up a narrative of the established
facts in our religion exactly as these have been




LUKE THE LINGUIST 7

handed down to us by the original eyewitnesses
who were in the service of the Gospel Message, and
inasmuch as I have gone carefully over them all
myself from the very beginning, I have decided,
O Theophilus, to write them out in order for your
excellency, to let you know the solid truth of what
you have been taught "’ (Luke i. 1-4).

The important words are wapnrolovfyrdre and
mdow. By the former is meant * gone over ” in
the sense of ‘‘investigation’’ (Weymouth), “ nach-
forschen ”’ (Weiss), or “studying” (Blass), a sense
in which the word is used b ellenistic writers ;
and by the latter is meant “ all the facts established
in our religion,” whether dvardfacfa. means * to
draw up ”’ (R.V., Weymouth, Moffatt) or * to repeat
or restore from memory " as Blass and Zorell suppose
on the authority of the two occurrences of the word
(Plutarch, Irenaeus) elsewhere in Greek literature.
For Luke, “ going carefully over the facts *’ meant
not only selection and editorial revision, but also,
in part at least, translation from the language in
which the facts had been handed down by the
“ orig';nal eye-witnesses who were in the service of
the sPel message ~’—an expression which relates
to Luke’s authorities for Acts not less than for his
gospel. On this view Luke’s writings constitute, in
a sense, two parts of a single work rather than two
_ separate and distinct books.

Many scholars summarily reject the idea of any
connection between Luke’s preface to his gospel and
the Acts of the Apostles. Certainly the object of
the second cannot be identical with that of ov
mpdrov Adyov (Acts i. 1). Acts was preceded by
no similar narratives which called for expansion or
correction, and Theophilus would not have been
‘ catechised ”’ in respect of the Apostolic preaching
or the spread of Christianity. But the methods and
manner of the author are, in a large measure, the
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same in both compositions. Both were addressed

to the one person, and some of the facts handed

down by oi an’ dpyijs adrémras kai Smmpéras yevipevor

}otITm Adyov are set torth in the speeches of Peter and
ohn.

Though Luke does not in so many words say
that he made use of the narratives that were earlier
than his, yet in the nature of the case he was not
likely to neglect them. In the gospel we have at
least five sources—an Aramaic “ Q,” Mark, the
Greek “ Q" known in some form to Matthew, a
source which we recognise in the so-called Perean
section, and another which lies behind the narrative
of the Infancy; whilst in Acts, though by no means
so distinctly visible, are signs of some three or four
sources. e moMoi of Luke’s preface (i. 1) may
not exclude an early work like the gospel according
to the Hebrews, but the word is satisfactorily
explained Itag the sources already indicated without
supposing that the third evangelist was acquainted
with Matthew, much less with the spurious
apocryphal gospels.

The reference to the many who émexeipnoar
dvardfaocfar dufynpow (i. I) suggests that Luke was
not altogether satisfied with their attempts, and
since the third gospel is so much more comprehen-
sive than the second, one reason for his dissatis-
faction may be found in their incompleteness. In
every way known to him, by redaction, addition,
and comparison of authorities, as well as by the
incorporation of oral tradition, Luke sought to
compile a complete narrative first of the life, teach-
ing, and work of Christ, and then, in Harnack’s
words,! to exhibit “ the power of the spirit of Jesus
in the Apostles manifested in history.” In Acts
he was happily able to write, to some extent, from
first-hand knowledge, and in both the gospel and

1 Acts of the Apostlss (Eng. Trans.), p. xviii.
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the history he translated some of his sources from
the original Aramaic. )

VI. Luke’s KNOWLEDGE OF HEBREW

Did Luke know Hebrew? By most scholars
the question is scarcely regarded as an open one.
Dalman discusses it at some length.! He admits
that ‘‘ Hebraisms are special characteristics of
Luke,” but is of opinion that * if Luke had worked
in dependence upon a Hebrew original, then such
idioms must have occurred much more frequently
than they do.”

The itic characteristics of the first two
chapters of the third ?ospel have always proved the
final court of appeal for those who have held that
Luke was acquainted with Hebrew. Dalman, how-
ever, declares the assumption of a Hebrew document
here “ still unproved,” and adds, ‘‘ it might even be
maintained that the strongly marked Hebrew style
of these chapters is, on the whole, due not to the
use of any primary source, but to Luke himself.
For here, as in the beginning of Acts, in keeping
with the marvellous contents of the narrative,
Luke has written with greater consistency than
usual in biblical style, intending so to do, and
further powerfully affected by the ‘ liturgic frame
of mind * of which Deissmann speaks.”

Later writers have added little to this judgement
of a great Semitist. Dr. Burkitt 2 contents himself
with saying, *‘ In the story of the Nativity (Lukei., ii.)
the LXX, and not any Hebrew or Aramaic document,
has perceptibly coloured the style and language of
the whole narrative.”

Harnack ® has demonstrated the Lucan character

1 Words of Jesus (Eng. Trans.), pp. 20f.

% Gospel History, p. 124.
8 Luke the Physician (Eng. Trans.), pp. 199 ff.
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of the Magnificat and Benedictus, and finds in the
poems ““ a collection of reminiscences from the Old
Testament,” ! * the Hebraisms, whether adopted
or inserted from the Old Testament, are intentional,”
‘“ the whole style is artificial and intended to pro-
duce an impression of antiquity.”

Dr. Moulton 2 is reminded by Luke’s ‘‘ conscious
adaptation of his own style to that of sacred
writings long current among his readers of the rule
which restricted our nineteenth-century Biblical
Revisers to the English of the Elizabethan age.”

Dr. Bernard,® however, is “ not convinced "’ that
the Magnificat “is St. Luke’s own composition.”
Its similarity in structure to the Song of Hannah
in 1 Samuel “is so close as to suggest—what is
in itself in no way improbable—that both are
hymns in which Jewish women were accustomed
to pour out their heart’s thanksgiving.” “ That the
Magnificat seems to reproduce the language of the
LXX does not determine the matter, for the Greek
translator (if the hymn be a translation) would
naturally use the LXX, as we see in the Psalms
of Solomon.” ¢ Dr. Briguis discovered seven poems
in the narratives of Luke i. and ii. which were
translations of Hebrew poetry, six of them being
originally in trimeters and one in pentameters.

A recent writer, Mr. R. A. Aytoun,® has con-
siderably advanced the case for a translation by
Luke from Hebrew by turning these chapters into
Hebrew. He finds with little difficulty ten hymns
in regular Hebrew metres—trimeters, tetrameters,
pentameters, and hexameters. Here and there a

1 Luke the Physician (Eng. Trans.), p. 216.

3 Grammar of New Testament Greek, i. 18.

3 Studia Sacra, p. 223.

¢ Ibid. p. 227, ». 1.

$ «The Ten Lucan Hymns of the Nativity in their Original
Language,” Journal of Theol. Studies, July 1917, pp. 274 ff.
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line is rejected as prose, and probably a later addition,
but there are no drastic emendations or capricious
conjectures.

‘I'he Nunc Dimittis is given thus (ii. 29-32) :

T HBWI:\ TIRY ) Niv droldes Tdv 8ovAdv oov,
1052 Y T!;-p_}A&rro;mz xatd 1O pHpd gov, &v
€L .

AP Y WD Ore lBov oi opbadpoi pov T
qumjpuv oov,
:n*r_ayu-'a; ‘Jp’? nmyg }‘0 yroipacas Kkard wpdowmov
wdvrov @V Aedy -
)kt !'f‘l'?;l‘? ] }4’69 els droxd vy EOvisv,

LABY '7&5‘1@" npN) | Kai 86fav Aaot oov "Topad.

The result is three trimeter couplets. Three
conclusions drawn by Mr. Aytoun may be thus
summarised :

(1) The knowledge of the rules of ancient Hebrew
prosody had not been lost in the first century A.D.

(2) Aéomora should stand at the beginning of the
second line instead of at the end of the first line as
in Westcott and Hort’s text.

(3%{It is a definite piece of evidence in favour
of a Hebrew original for the poem.

After examining critically all the Lucan poetry
in these two chapters Mr. Aytoun sums up: ‘‘ The
speeches and songs, ten in number, were originally
written in the Hebrew language, and in metre,
balance, and structure must have been composed
in accordance with what are now generally agreed
to have been the canons of ancient Hebrew prosody.”
It is not said by Mr. Aytoun that Luke must have
translated these poems, but the markedly Lucan
language of these chapters is conclusive on this point.
As Harnack has proved, “ a Greek source cannot
lie at the foundation of the first two chapters of
Luke’s Gospel.” It is true that the LXX has retained

G
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much of the parallelism of the original Hebrew, and
even sometimes has the advantage in this respect,
though whether the improvement is due to the
translator or to the fact that his Hebrew text differed
slightly from the M.T. cannot always be determined.
Moreover ““ Mr. Thackeray?! (J. Th. Studies, xiii.
49), writing on ‘ The Poetry of the Greek Book of
Proverbs,’ finds an astonishing number of metrical
and quasi-metrical passages.”

The fact is, as Dr. Streane 2 has told us, * for the
Jew this idiom did not cease with the familiar use
of his national s . The Apocryphal Books, e.g.
Wisdom, abound in it. We may observe that idioms
and other forms of speech survive even with those
who have wholly lost their hold upon that which
was the mother tongue of previous generations.”
‘“ Expressions in common use among the less
educated (English-speaking) classes in Ireland are
a literal rendering into English of an Irish idiom.”
But Luke was not a Jew; he was a Greek of
Antioch. Nor is he anywhere in his hymns repro-
ducing verbatim from the LXX. At most, according
to Harnack and other scholars, he is but working
over passages—often merely single words and
phrases—taken from various books of the Greek
Old Testament. As Mr. Aytoun urges, ‘it would
require exceedingly ingenious use of the LXX to
produce a style and language which would result
in a regular Hebrew metre when rendered practically
literally into that language.”

Take, for example, the Magnificat. On Harnack’s
theory, Luke drew his materials for it from 1 Samuel,
Genesis, Deuteronomy, Psalms, Job, Isaiah, Micah,
Malachi, Testament of Levi, and other books, and
so worked over them as to present a poem, character-

1 Quoted in Swete’s Imfroduction to the Old Testament in

Greeh? p. 528.
8 Double Text of Jeremiah, p. 6.
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istically Lucan in st?'le, and yet written in Hebrew
metres! It is simpler to suppose that these songs
and hymns belong to a Hebrew source used by Luke.

Again, as Mr. Aytoun urges, “ certain of the
spoken portions are so closely bound up with the
actual narrative, e.g. the Angel Gabriel’'s addresses
to the Virgin Mary, Elizabeth’s welcome to Mary,
the Angelic Address to the Shepherds, that it is very
difficult to believe that they ever existed apart
from the narrative matter ”—in other words, the
narrative matter and the poetry form together one
source originally written in Hebrew. It is probable
that the source is itself composite. Differences
of metre in the various poems point in this direction.
The appearance of the Benedictus in its Hebrew
form suggests to Mr. Aytoun that it was ‘‘ origi y
constructed from portions of more than one poem.”
Further, as Dr. E)ummer observed,! whilst ‘ the
Magnificat is modelled on the Psalms, the Benedictus
is modelled on the prophecies.” There is, in fact,
much to be said for the view of John Weiss that the
Benedictus is of Jewish origin.

The reading ‘“ Elizabeth ” for * Mary ” in i. 46
is supported by some old Latin texts, Irenaeus,
and was apparently known to Origen. Harnack
thinks Luke wrote simply xal elmev.

But, as always, the analysis of Luke’s sources is
accomplished with difficulty. It is sufficient here
to notice that Mr. Aytoun’s translation into Hebrew
reveals a number of explanatory or theological
glosses, e.g. i. 14* éoras 7“‘1’ péyas évdrmeov kupiov ; 1. 35°
30 kal 70 yewdpevov dywv xinbijcerar vios Oeod ;
1. 37 &7 odk ddvvarioe mapa 70D Oeol may pijpa ; i. 51°
dwvoig kapdias adrdv; i. 6Q°, 70 & olkw Aaveld
madds adrod, kabws éldoev did orduaros TAV dyiwy
dn’ aldvos mpodmrdv adrob; i. 73 Gpkov Ov dpocev
7pds "ABpadp Tov marépa fpdv; ii. I4 eddoxlas.

t Commentary on Luke, p. 38.
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These additions are quite Lucan and must be
attributed to the third evangelist, who here, as in
the case of Acts and his other authorities in the
gospel, edited as well as translated his sources.

resumably Luke was not restrained from * improv-
ing ”’ his original (by the addition of an explanatory
or theological gloss) by any desire to preserve in his
rendering the metrical schemes of his original
Hebrew sources.

At the same time it must be admitted that in
his translations from the Hebrew Luke makes no
such blunders as has been shown by Professor
Torrey to be the case when, as in Acts, he is turning
Aramaic into Greek. The fact is that! “ a translator
who follows his original rather closely is more likely
to make mistakes in translating Aramaic than in
rendering Hebrew, because of the greater freedom
in the order of words in the Aramaic sentence.”

The opinion of eminent scholars like Dalman and
Harnack that Luke was greatly influenced in his
style by the LXX is confirmed by the character of
the additions to the poems in his gospel. This is
not inconsistent with the view that the ten Lucan
Hymns of the Nativity were translated by him from
the Hebrew.

Whatever Luke may have lacked in linguistic
ability so far as Semitics are concerned, and however
indiscriminating his reverence for his authorities
manifested in the composition of Acts, it is due to
his work as a translator that we owe some of the
most precious elements in both his writings—or,
indeed, in the New Testament.

1 Composition and Date of Acts, p. 22, #. 2.
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CHAPTER III
LUKE THE EDITOR

I. INTRODUCTION

FEw modern editors have been subjected to the

ing analysis and severe criticism which have
been applied to the author of the third gospel and
of Acts. His editing of Mark has been followed
line by line, and word by word; every addition
and omission has been noted, and his lit style
and theological tendencies carefully &stimatt?.

In the comparison of the non-Marcan passages
common to Matthew and Luke the same process
has been pursued, though, as we have seen in the
last chapter, in the absence of the original document
or documents used by the evangelists, the results
have been more speculative, and consequently more
disputable ; now one, now the other writer being
credited with more freedom as an editor, or with
greater fidelity to his source.

Similarly, in the case of Acts, it is only possible
quite generally, by the empkgment of the com-
parative method, to distinguish the hand of the editor,
except where, in a few passages, Paul in his epistles
has covered the same ground as his friend and
follower. When the two writers treat the same or
similar them&(si, there fa.re some notablci upl:)mt; of
agreement, and more of disagreement. e, how-
ever well disposed towards the great apostle and his

92



LUKE THE EDITOR 93

mission, was no slave to his opinions or to his
policy.?

As Dr. Moffatt observes:? “It does not follow
that Acts, if written by Luke, must necessarily
exhibit striking agreement with the apostle’s epistles.
Luke’s object was neither to correct nor to elucidate
these epistles.” We need to make ‘‘ allowance for
the time at which and the purpose for which Luke
wrote,” and to “ recognise the freedom with which
he treated the sources and traditions at his disposal.”

Nor need we question the honesty of the man
if we admit here and there the freedom of the editor.
We must not ““ look at the matter from the point of
view of the present day,” and “ ignore the very
peculiar conditions under which the gospels’ and
Acts were composed. ‘‘ Writers of former times,”
says Dr. Stanton? “ very specially in the case of
historical records, felt themselves at liberty to adopt
what had been compiled before as if it were their
own, and in doing so to modify and add to it, in a
way that at the present day no honourable and self-
respecting writer would.” This procedure, in the
case of Luke, seems to have been followed more
¥articularly when his sources were Greek and there-

ore, in a sense, secondary.4

“ The difference of feeling on the subf'ect, and
of the real morality of the act, lay partly in the
absence of pecuniary advantages and consequent
legal rights connected with authorship, but perhaps
even more in the fact that, before the invention of
printing, the distinction must have been a shadowy
one between copying for the private use of an
individual, or of a limited circle, and publication.”

In this. connection it is not unnecessary to

1 See ““ Luke the Theologian,” pp. 134 ff.

8 Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, p. 302.
3 The Gospels as Historical Documsnts, p. 27.

¢ See ‘“ Luke the Linguist,” pp. 65 fi.
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remember that both Luke’s works were dedicated
to an individual, and were probably intended
primarily for his edification.

“In the case of the evangelists,” Dr. Stanton !
gives other reasons justifying their free use of
authorities. “ They are likely to have possessed
additional information, oral or written, of an equally
trustworthy character, or what seemed to them to
be such.” ¢ Oral tradition must still have been
a living thing at the latest time at which any of
the Synoptic evangelists wrote.” “ It must be
remembered also that there was not in that age
such a sense of the importance of verbal exactness
in the repetition even of Christ’s words as we
might have expected; the practice of the early
fathers in quoting them is proof of this.”

Again, the conditions under which the gospels
were written would, as Dr. Sanday ? has shown,
leave room for the entrance of error, since they
involved ‘“a real interval during which the para-
graph of text (in the document used) was carried
in the mind.”” There would always be present
the temptation to quote from memory since the
ancient writer ‘“ would not have his copy before
him, but would consult it from time to time.”
And memory plays strange tricks. ‘‘ Dr. Salmon
produces a remarkable instance of this in no less
a ]‘?erson than Jeremy Taylor, who quotes the text
‘Except a man be born again he cannot see the
kingdom of God’ nine times, yet only twice in
the same form, and never once correctly.” 3

In addition to these considerations there remain
to be reckoned with the motives that inspired the
evangelists to take up the pen.

No one seriously questions the boma fides of
Thomas Ellwood, William Penn, and the other

1 Loc. cit, p. 28. 3 Studiss in the Synoptic Problem, p. 19.
% Kenyon, Textual Criticism of New Testament, p. 207.
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editors of Fox's Journal, but, as the publication
in 1911 of the original manuscript proved, they
made little attempt to reproduce the original
in print. They suppressed some passages that
-savoured of superstition, and interpolated others ;
they corrected the bad grammar and spelling of their
illiterate hero or his secretary, and even introduced
extraneous matter, using the first person singular, as
though Fox had said the words.

In all this, though acting in the contrary direction,
except in points of language, to Luke, they were
inspired by the same purpose, and were influenced
in the same way by the spirit of the age. In short,
like the author of the third gospel and of Acts, the{
were editing in such a manner as to produce a boo.
which should have a didactic as well as a historical
value. Of New Testament writers, Luke was more
of a historian than the rest, and though his attitude
towards the Roman authorities occasionally suggests
a political motive, this was by no means so strong
as in the case of Fox’'s editors, who for example
omitted as in dient a reference to General
Monk’s Royalist “ covering”’ as early as 1657, and,
as bearing hardly on Cromwell’s memory, an allusion
to his being “ rolled into his grave with infamy.”

II. PASSAGES PECULIAR TO LUKE

Of passages peculiar to Luke in the gospel,
whose unique worth is unquestioned, no originals
are known, and it is difficult to discriminate between
the editor and his source or sources.

The ““ Peraean Section ”’ or * Travel Document,”
as it is sometimes called (ix. 5I-xviii. 14), from
internal evidence may be considered a unity. Dr.
Stanton! notes the connections in time between
successive paragraphs, such as Luke is careful

1 The Gospels as Historical Documents, ii. 228 f.
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not to create in parallels with Mark when he did
not find them in his source. ‘‘ Again, the parables
?ecu].ia.r to St. Luke differ from the others in their
orce and imagery. They are concerned with
human emotions and motives, inner debatings and
actions, which are vividly described ; they are in
fact short tales of human life.” * They bear their
moral on the face of them, and, in several instances,
it is driven home by an emphatic saying at the
conclusion.” At the same time it is not denied
that “ the evangelist may have conjectured the
persons addressed from the nature of the subject
matter,” and that “ touches in the introduction to
pieces of instruction may proceed from the hand
of the evangelist,” who * turned to account hints
in his source or used his imagination.”

Several scholars connect this peculiar source of
Luke with Philip the Evangelist, and his daughters ;
others with Joanna, the wife of Chuza, Herod’s
steward. The question must remain open. More
important is it to ascertain, if possible, how Luke
treated his sources. /

Dr. Wright observes:! “ If in St. John’s Gospel
it is more and more recognised that the mind of
the Evangelist cast the utterances of our Lord into
the peculiar form which they there hold, the same
process of redaction may be observed in St. Luke,
who comes nearest of the Synoptists to the methods
of St. John.” This would appear to be true only
within certain limits, the freedom of the editor
being determined largely by the character of the
source employed.?

ITII. MATTHEW XX. 28 ff. (CoDEX BEZAE)

Happily Codex Bezae has preserved in Matt. xx.

1 Dictionary of Christ and the Gospels, vii. 88.
3 See * Luke the Man of Letters,” pp. 17f.



LUKE THE EDITOR 97

28 ff. what is manifestly very close to the original
Aramaic of a passage in the ‘ Peraean Section,”
namely, xiv.8-11—the parable of the lowest seats
at feasts. From this we may learn something
more of Luke the Editor.

In the book of Proverbs xxv. 6, 7 we read (R.V.),
“Put not thyself forward [Heb. Do not honour
thyself] in the })resence of the king, and stand not
in the place of great men. For better is it that
it be said unto thee, Come up hither, than thou
shouldest be put lower in the presence of the prince.”

The scene is a dinner, and the saying has its
rabbinical echoes. ‘‘R. Akibi in the name of R.
Simeon used to say, ‘ Withdraw from thy place two
or three seats, and take thy place until they say to
thee, Go up ; and do not go up lest they say to thee,
Go down: it is better they say to thee, Go up, Go
up, and not, Go down, Godown.”” In Ecclesiasticus
xiii. 9 we read similarly, ““ If a mighty man invite
thee, be retiring. And so much the more will he
invite thee.” )

Apparently neither the words of Scripture nor
the teaching of the rabbis availed to improve the
habits of scribes, who, in the time of Jesus, still
loved the chief seats (mpwroxhoias) at feasts (Mark
xii. 39, Luke xx. 46, Matt. xxiii. 6).

According to Luke xiv. 8-11, Jesus, when dinin,
in the house of one of the chief Pharisees, mark
how they which were bidden chose out the chief
seats, and put forth a parable to them saying,
‘“ When thou art bidden of any man to a marri
feast, sit not down in the chief seat, lest haply a
more honourable man than thou be bidden of him ;
and he that bade thee and him shall come and say
to thee, Give this man place : and thou shalt begin
with shame to take the lowest place. But when
thou art bidden, go and sit down in the lowest
place, that when he that hath bidden thee cometh,

H
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he may say to thee, Friend, go up higher: then
thou shalt have glory in the presence of all that sit
at meat with thee. For everyone that exalteth
himself shall be humbled, and he that humbleth
himself shall be exalted.” We may believe with
Field! that our Lord undoubtedly had in mind
the passage in Proverbs.

At Matthew xx. 28 Codex Bezae has preserved
another version of Christ’s counsel to guests. ‘‘ But
ye seek from the small to increase, and from the
greater to be less. But when ye come in, even by
invitation, to a feast, sit not down in the distinguished
places, lest one greater than thou arrive, and the
giver of the feast come and say to thee, Go further
down, and thou be ashamed. But if thou sit
down in the meaner place, and one meaner than thou
arrive, the giver of the feast will say to thee, Join
(us) farther up, and that shall be to thine advantage.”

In a slightly different form this passage is found
also in @, eleven MSS. of the old Latin, six MSS.
of the Vulgate, the Curetonian Syriac, the Peshitta,
and the old German and Saxon versions.

Dr. Chase ? regards it as a gloss which originated
in the Syriac. “ The awkwardness of the Greek,”
he says, ‘‘ points to re-translation, especially the
first two lines; and the gloss evidently takes its
rise from words in the context, és dv 6éy é& duiv
péyas yevéobar éorar (v.1. éorw) Sudv Sudrovos.” The
negative in the second line of the Syriac clears up,
he thinks, what in the Greek is obscure.

These arguments are far from convincing. Awk-
wardness in the Greek may be due, as frequently
in the second Fospel, not to the fact that it is a
re-translation from the Syriac, but to its being
Aramaised Greek—the rendering, more or less
literal, of a saying of our Lord in the Aramaic
tongue. The most we can expect to find in the

1 Notes, p. 17. 8 Syro-Latin Texi of the Gospels, pp. 10, 11.
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versions of the Syriac—a language as closely related
to Palestinian Aramaic as standard En};lish to
Lowland Scottish—is an occasional word or phrase
which may have formed part of the original * logion.”
In the case of the Peshitta, Dr. Burkitt ! has shown
that it does not “ represent a real and continuous
Palestinian tradition.”

Again, the first two lines in the Bezan version
of the saying have no essential connection with
what follows, any more than Luke xiv. 11 with what
precedes. The Lucan verse, xiv. 11 (3rc mds ¢ dfov
éavrov ramewwbijoerat, kal d Tamewdv éavrov Wpwbi-
oerar), which also occurs in Luke xviii. 14 (cp. Matt.
xxiii. 12), is, in the opinion of Sir John Hawkins,?
““a saying of a proverbial kind which might have
been spoken on various occasions, and might have
come down through more than one channel.” The
only difference between Luke xiv. 11 and Luke xviii.
14 is that one has a xai where the other has 8¢
Against Matt. xxiii. 12 they agree in having »ds ¢
with a participle where the first evangelist has doris
with a verb. At the end of the Parable of the
Pharisee and the Publican (Luke xviii. 14) the saying
has a very natural place, and since Matt. xx. 28 (D)
does not include it, we must conclude that the third
evangelist repeated it at xiv. II on account of its
suitability for the purpose of driving home the
moral of the saying.?

There is also some external evidence for the
separation of the first two lines in the Bezan version
from the rest of the passage. *‘ The first part only,
dpels . . . elvae, is preserved in m. ger., and appar-
ently Leo (he quotes no more) ; the second part only,
eloepydpevor . . . xpiowov, in ger., and apparently
Hihry, ¢ Mt.’ g

1 Syriac Forms of New Testament Names, pp. 5 f.

8 Studies in the Synoptic Pyoblem, p. 117.
3 Cp. p. 96. ¢ Hort, Notes, p. 15.
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It is very doubtful if these first two lines take
their rise, as Dr. Chase sugposed, from the context
in Matt. xx. 28. The probability is that the verse
is an independent saying like that in Luke xiv. 11,
and is attached to the passage with which it is now
connected in Codex Bezae much in the same way
as Luke xiv. 11 is appended to verses 3-10. In any
case, our view of the first two lines does not involve
any judgement upon what immediately follows
them. As for the negative in the Syriac, it is
probably, as Mr. Allen suggests,! *“ an afterthought
to bring the originally independent first sentence
into harmony with the following passage.” The
obscurity of the Greek is rather evidence of its
primitive character than otherwise.

Dr. Chase,? further, gives two reasons why we
cannot seek the original form of this passage in the
Latin. (1) The number of synonymous variants
seems to imp:i' different attemﬁlt]s to render a
common original. (2) In the first line an imperative
is required, “ Seek ye,” by the illustration of the
feast which follows. The Greek {nreire is ambigu-
ous, and the Latin authorities agree in having the
indicative. The first argument is valid, but the
second rests upon the assumed connection of the
first two lines with what follows, an assumption
already examined and denied. Again, the truth
is surely, as Nestle 3 perceived, that ‘‘ the indicative
‘ quaenitis’ and the imperative of the Syriac are
both derived from the ambiguous {xreire.”

The discovery of Codex'Beratinus (®), containing
fragments of Matthew and Mark and dated sixth
century, added a second witness in support of the
interpolation, and removed from the mind of Nestle
the slightest doubt as to the priority of the Greek.

1 Commentary on Maithew, p. 218.
3 Syro-Latin Text of Gospels, p. 14.
8 Text. Criticism of the New Testamens, p. 25.
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Unquestionably the passage is alien to Matthew,
and must have been interpolated at a very early
period from an unknown source. What that source
was, and how the interpolation is related to the
‘“ parable ” in Luke xiv. 8-10, may now be con-
sidered.

The Lucan passage is described as a parable, and
stated to have been addressed to the Pharisees. It
is not, however, a parable in the usual sense of the
term. There is nothing figurative in it—no simile,
no metaphor, no trace of allegory. It can hardly
be included in the exam%le-stories (Besspieler-
2dhlungen) of the gospels. It is a straightforward
piece of advice relative to the right conduct of men
towards each other under a given set of conditions,
and comparable to the sentences of ethical wisdom
called parables in the Old Testament, and especially
in Ben Sirach.

We must also confess with Jiilicher* that ‘it
very faintly resembles table-talk such as Jesus would
have held in the house of a strict Pharisee and
amongst suspicious enemies.” ‘ Even the singular
orav xMffs, which is continuous throughout, is
opposed to the idea that Jesus is addressing himself
to all at the table at the time.”” No stress, therefore,
can be laid on the occasion which is said to have
given rise to the sa{ing of our Lord ; that may be
due to the evangelist, who has transformed the
Logion into a parable with an appropriate moral
appended, and found for it a fitting place in his
narrative.

There is reason to think that Luke found the
reference to the * house of one of the rulers of the
Pharisees "’ (xiv. 1) in his source, and is only respon-
sible for connecting this Logion with the foregoing
narrative of the healing of the man with dropsy
(xiv. 1-6). As B. Weiss pointed out with reference

1 Die Gleichnisreden Jesu, S. 246 fi.
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to another incident taken from the same source
(vii. 36-50), the mention of Christ’s dining with
Pharisees seems to be ‘“ a faithful reminiscence of
a time when the enmity of the Pharisees against
Jesus was not considered a matter of course.” !

The language of the introductory verse is Lucan,
e.g. éeyév 8¢, mpds used in speaking to (twice) and
Aéyw mapafolijv are characteristic of Luke.

Compared with the Bezan interpolation, we are
struck by the extraordinary dissimilarity of language
in Luke’s parable, and the close resemblance in
thought. Apart from the particles ps, psfmore, the
conjunction «ai, the preposition eis, and the second
ggrsonal pronoun, only two words are common to

th passages, namely, épet and rémov. Of these,
only the latter is of any significance. It occurs
three times in Luke xiv. 8-10 (once without an
equivalent in Codex D) and twice in the Bezan
interpolation, plural and singular, the former of
which is represented by mpwroxAiolav in Luke.

The most important difference in substance
between the two accounts is this: Luke supposes
the case (a} of a man who had taken a chief seat
bidden go lower down in consequence of the arrival
of a more honourable guest, and (b) that of a man
moved up because he had taken the lowest seat.
In the Bezan interpolation, the first case is the same
as in Luke, but the second is strictly parallel, namely,
that of one who had taken a mean seat being advanced
by reason of the entrance of a guest of less importance.
The “ Western "’ reading thus gives a like reason for
the movement of the guest in both cases. This

arallelism, in itself, is some indication of the more
itic form.

Moreover, the omission by Luke of any mention
of the arrival of the guest of less distinction enhances
the ethical value of the teaching. It is to his own

1 Die Quellen des Lucassvangeliums, S. 203.
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exhibition of humility, not to another’s arrival,
that the guest owes his advancement.

If the ““ parable "’ were known to Luke in the form
of the Bezan MS. (Matt. xx. 28 f.), it would not be
contrary to his practice to invest it with an added
value in view of what follows in his text. Luke’s
presentation of the parable renders it a more fitting
illustration of the maxim of Christ, which, as we
have seen, he has added to it, “ Every one that
exalteth himself shall be humbled, and he that
humbleth himself shall be exalted.”

IV. LANGUAGE OF BEZAN INTERPOLATION—
ARAMAISED GREEK

That the language of Codex Bezae here is more
Aramaic than that of Luke may be seen from what
ic‘)illlows not less than the methods of Luke as an

itor.

Codex Bezae, Matt. 28 ff. Luke xiv. 8-10.

eloepydpevoe 8¢ kail mapa- drav xAyfps w6 Twos eis
kAnbfevres Semvijoay, ydpous,

p) dvakAiveaOe eis Tods py xatakAilps es T
éféxovras Témous, wpwtokAigiay,

pimore  év8ofdrepés oov mimore évripbTepds oov
éreAOp. kexAnpévos v’ avrod.

(1) devmvijoas—Luke els yduovs.

A wedding feast may be mentioned by Luke in
order to make plain that there were present a large
number of guests, and because the formality observed
on such an occasion would require that notice be
taken of the rank of the guests. Nothing in the
context requires yduovs. e plural is frequently
used of a wedding feast, cp. Matt. xxii. 2, xxv. 10,
and is found in the papyri.
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(2) eloepyduevor . . . mapaxdnfévres—Luke Grav r.T.A.

In Hebrew and in Aramaic a participle may be
the protasis in a conditional clause. Luke’s editing
is here parallel with his treatment of “ Q,” cp.—

eloepxduevor Matt. x. 12 = Luke x. 5 eloéAfyre.

(3) pu7) dvaxdivesbe—Luke pi) rxaraxAlbjs.

xaraxAiveofa. is classical and peculiar to Luke
in the New Testament. dvaxAivesfa. appears to be
always preferred to the classical word by translators
from Semitic writings (see Excursus, pp. 113 ff.).

The original Aramaic must have been Sn with
the jussive—a simple warning—* Do not recline.”
The imperfect with 5 would be an emphatic pro-
hibition with the strongest expectation of obedience,
‘““ Thou shalt not recline.”

Whether Jesus spoke to Pharisees at table with
him (Luke xiv.), or to his disciples (Matt. xx., Codex
D), he must have used the precative form. This
form does not suggest that those addressed were
actually reclining in the chief seats, nor simply refer
to their possible future action.

In Greek, Classical, Hellenistic, and Modern this
distinction is made—u+j with the imperative means
primarily “ desist from,” ps with the aor. subj.
“do not (in future).” Dr. Moulton?! slightly
extends the meaning of us with the present impera-
tive to include other kinds of action attached to
the present stem, but reckons Luke xiv. 8 amongst
the instances where the canon strictly applies in
regard to uoj with the aor. subj.

In Acts, also, all the four cases of this construction
are in accordance with the canon. It would appear,
then, that Luke’s form is a conscious correction.
Having determined that Jesus addressed his ‘‘ par-
able ’ to Pharisees in the house of one of their rulers,

2 Grammay of N.T. Gresk, pp. 122-6.
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he shrank from representing our Lord, an honoured
guest, as directly insulting his table companions
and, incidentally, his host.

(4) éééxovras rémovs—Luke mpwroxhioiav.
ééov is not found in the N.T. Probabl;r the
original was from the root yxy». In Syriac 14 K '

is used metaphorically for projections, battlements,
parapets, cp. Heb. nyt™3 570 Neh. iii. 25, 26,
27, where the Greek reads ¢ mipyos & éféywv, *‘ the
upper tower.”’ wpwroxAwsia occurs four times in Luke
%incl. xi. 43 CD) and once each in Matt. and Mark.

ts presence in the introduction to the saying of

esus (xiv. 7) shows that its occurrence in xiv. 8
is due to the evangelist.

Témovs seems justified by the following témov
found also in the parallel Lucan verse. The
Syriac and Latin versions of the Bezan passage
retain ‘‘ place ” here, but whilst the former has
the noun in the singular with the attribute
‘“ honourable,”” the Latin translates literally b:
‘“in locis eminentioribus.” The plural in the Gree
and Latin agrees with the verb dvaxAieofe. The
change of number from the second person plural
to the second person singular (oov) is common in
Semitic languages (cp. Exod. xx. 22-25). Luke has
smoothed it out by using the singular throughout.

(5) évdofdrepos—Luke évriyudrepos.

&mipos is an addition by Luke in the story of
the Centurion of Capernaum (vii. 2, cp. Matt. viil. 5),
and in the two occurrences of &3ofos in the third
gospel (vii. 25, xiii. 17) the reference is to *‘ things "’
not to persons.

(6) énéAdp—Luke §f xexAnuévos dn° adrob.
In Aramaic the passive is frequently represented
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by an intransitive verb, cp. épxera: 6 Adxvos Mark iv.
2{ an idiom omitted b cIlzuk’;x(viii. 16).

Luke’s words are doubtless meant to indicate
that the newcomer is an invited guest, not a chance
caller, and are nothing more than a correct inter-
pretation of énéA0y. D has simply s3fe in Luke.

Codex Bezae. Luke.
xal mpogedfov 6 Serwrvo- «kai éAav 6 o¢ kal adTdy
xAjTwp elry oot xaAéoas épel oo,
éT4 kdTO XWpes. &8s Tolre Témov.
kal kataio xvvilay. xal Tére Aply perd aioxivys

TOV érXaTov TéTOV KaTEXEL.

(1) 6 devmvordsfrwp—Luke 6 oé kal adrdv xaléoas.

devmvorhirwp is not found elsewhere in Biblical
Greek. In Classical Greek it means (4) ‘“ one who
invites to dinner,” (b) = é\éarpos ‘‘ a manager of the
table.” The old Latin “ d ”’ alone has a substantival
form twice, ‘‘ coenae invitator”’; ““m’’ has “invitator”’
the first time; the others render it by a relative
clause. Nestle believes there is a connection

between Seimvoxhirwp and the Syriac ‘L.‘:.L..Z

’:4; ‘““master of the feast,” which is found in Syre
and Syrs", and is also given by Aphraates for v
kexAnkore avrdy (Luke xiv. 12). The Curetonian Syriac
has it both times in the Matthean interpolation. If,
as I:Illestlel thinks, deimvoxAijrwp beloglgils lto the later
popular language, ““it may accordingly represent
not the entertainer but the nomenclatory—thle) slave
who acted as marshal at a dinner party.”! This
seems the more probable nmieaning of the word here.
The host wouldp never be engaged in moving his
guests about. Probably Luke’s renderings ¢ oé «ai
avrov kaléoas, & kexdqrds oe were intended to
guard against the misinterpretation of SeimvoxAsfrwp
in the sense of ‘“ giver of the feast.” 2

! Moulton-Milligan, Vocab. of the Greek N.T. Pt. ii. p. 130.
* But see p. 109 on wpogardSnd:,
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(2) én xdrw ydpe—Luke 86s Tovrew TémOV.

ére kdrw in the sense of xarwrépw is not found
elsewhere in the N.T. In Aramaic, degrees of
comparison are not marked by a change in the
adjective or adverb, but by certain particles and
connections. é&r here represents the Aramaic Tm.
Luke corrects a similar Ara.malsm in Mark. Mark
lx 42 xaddv dorw pdlov el becomes Avoiredet adrd
€ .. Luke xvii. 2. For the Lucan constructlon
cp. Tobit iii. 6 Avorrelet pot aﬂoﬂavew 1) {7v and
Andocides xvi. 28 refvdvar Avorrelet )

The verb xwpeiv is never used by Luk i’.

(3) xai xafawxwoqa-g——l,uke xal Tére dpfp perd
aloxvvys Tov €oxaTtov Témov karéyew.

In Mark’s gospel the use of dpyeofa: as a quasi-
auxiliary is due to the similar use of W@ in Aramaic.
Mr. Allen?! has shown that “ St. Luke does not
care for St. Mark’s use of ‘ began ’ when used as in
Aramaic as a mere auxiliary. On the other hand
he does not feel able to edit the constructlon
out of sayings with the same freedom.” The

original Aramaic here must have been ‘ began to
be ashamed ”’ which Luke has edlted whllst keep-
ing, as his custom was, the verb *to begm The
translator of the Beza.n interpolation, more familiar
with the Aramaic ldlom, has contented himself with
the verb «a

In Codex D at Luke xiv. 9 dpfy is omitted, and, as
Dalman observes,?  there is hardly any real differ-
ence in the feeling of the writer between dpép .
x:;-i‘xew thou shalt begin to take’ and the snnple

e 29
Luke’s v éoxarov témov may be an inference

1 Commentary on MarR, p. 49.
2 Words of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 28.
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from the fact that the place left unoccupied would
naturally be the last. His version brings out
clearly the meaning implied in the Bezan narrative.

Codex Bezae. Luke.
édv 8¢ dvaméops eis TOv sjrrova AN’ drav xAnfps wopevleis
Témwov dvdrere eis TOv &oxaTov
rémwov:
kal éméAOy aov frrov {va drav éAbp 6 xexAnrds o€
épei ooi 6 Sevrvox MjTwp épei oo,
Shvaye ér dvo Pihe, mpooavdfinbe dvo-

Tepov®

kal éoTai oot TobTo Xpriorpov.  Tére érTar gou 86fa évdmeov
wdvTwv TGV Tuvavaxepévoy
aoi,

(1) 7prrova is a comparative representing in Aramaic
a pogi;’i::e, and hawpn?gra the force of a superlative.
It is properly interpreted by Luke’s éoyarov. In
Hellenistic Greek, with the exception of wpdros
which stands for mpérepos, the general rule is that
the comparative does duty for both degrees of
comparison.!

Double 7 is in general peculiarly Attic, but sfrrwv
is not here an Atticism. ‘‘ In MSS. of the Apostolic
Fathers 77 is frequent even in documents ordinarily
addicted to vulgarism.”* ‘‘ Hellenistic writers
retained 7r in certain words which were taken over
directly from Attic, and were not current in another
form in Kounj-speaking countries. Among these
words was srrdofac . . . and the »r of the verb
influenced the form of the adj. frrwv.”

(2) mopevleis is not represented in the Bezan
interpolation, and is also omitted by D in Luke.
It may be considered a Lucan word, being found in
Matt. 28, Mark o, Luke 50, John 13, Acts 37, PL 6,
rest of N.T. 11.

1 See Thackeray, Grammay of the O.T. i. 23.
2 Ibid. p. 121, 9. 2.
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‘ The participle in place of the infinitive or the
finite verb belongs to Luke’s s%ie." 1

(3) xal éréddp gov rrwv. e addition of - these
words making a el with what precedes in the
“ Western ” reading has been already noted. For
reasons already stated (see pp. 102-3) they must be
considered original.

(4) Dikeis not in the Bezan version. It is a char-
acteristic word of Luke, and its addition is easily
understood (cp. the addition of ddeAdé Luke vi. 42 =
Matt. viii. 4).

(5) Zdvaye—Luke mpooavdfnb..

mpogavdfnl., only here in the N.T., is a classical
word frequent in the LXX. Luke employs more
classical words and is more familiar WitlllJ the LXX
than Matthew or Mark. If the preposition =pds
indicates ‘“‘ motion towards a place,” then =poo-
avdfnl. like ®e suggests that by J xexdnxds oe
Luke misunderstands the speaker as the host, 1.e.
Sesmvoxdifrwp is taken in the first rather than in the
second of its meanings. Zdvaye, which represents an
original %33 or D), is not open to the same objection.
It is a verb which is peculiar to Q" (cp. Matt. iii. 12,
xiii. 30, 47, Xxv. 24, 26, Luke xii. 17).

(6) For ér dvw see note on ér xdrw, Pp. II(JY.
dvdrepov Luke; elsewhere in Biblical Greek only
Heb. x. 8, cp. éodrepos Acts xvi. 24.

(?‘ 7ére Luke. D reads xai in Luke as well as in
the Matthean interpolation. évdmwov Luke. évamov
is a word characteristic of Luke.? It is not, as was
formerly thought, a Semitism, though unknown to
the classical language. It is found in the papyri from
II-I B.C. onwards, and is retained in modern Greek.?

1 Harnack, Sayings of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 11.
3 Hawkins, Synopticae, p. 15.
3 Thackeray, Grammar of the O.T. in Greek, i. 42.
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Its fuﬁuency in Biblical Greek is due to its render-
ing a Hebrew physiognomical expression.

(8) xprjoyuor—Luke gor 3d€a.

Jiilicher * quotes a passage from Lucian which
forms an admirable commentary on yprjotwuov :

ixels éml 70 detmvov, ovwéld’ Juoiws &Twwos ovde
mepiBAemrros Tols mapodaw, dAN’ 1"7'11 Tis dAos émeraélfy
vealéoTepos, és Todmiow oV¥. kai ovrws és TV dTipo-
rdmy yoviay éwolleis xardxewsar pdprvs povov TV
mapagepopévwy.

Dr. Chase? observes: “The word }54<3 (honour-

able) is a link between the Bezan and the Curetonian
texts of the Matthean passage. For this Syriac
word connotes ‘utility® ‘profit’; thus words
from this root are used in rendering xpojcnpov
2 Tim. ii. 11, dPpéAdpa Titus ii. 8, and Ala
Rom. iii. 1.”

May we not add that the word is a link between
xprjowov in Matt. xx. 28 ff. (D) and 34¢a in Luke
xiv. 10 ? The original has been taken in one sense
by the author of the Matthean interpolation in
Codex Bezae, and in another by the thirgpgvangelist,
who has thus introduced into the last verse a certain
characteristic refinement of thought.

A position near the host at a feast was esteemed
honourable. Theophrastus (Char. 2I) esteems it
pikpoddloriypia when a man omovddfer map’ adrov
Tov kadéoavra rataxeipevos deumvijoac.

V. CoNCLUSION

We conclude that the interpolation Matt. xx. 28 ff.
(D) is an independent and closer translation of the
Aramaic Logion which lies behind Luke xiv. 8-10.

1 Die Gleichnisveden Jesu, Bd. ii. S. 248.
2 Syro-Latin Text of Gospels, p. 13.
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Mr. Lummis?® has shown that in the peculiar
matter of Luke the degree of variation of D from
the critical text is lower than elsewhere in the
gospel. His theory is that Codex Bezae preserves
readings of a first edition of Luke from which the

uliar matter (including the Preface) was absent.

e may acoelpt the statement of fact, if we reject
the theory. In the case of sections like the so-called
“ Travel Document ” (ix. 51—xviii. 14) the sources
did not survive, but in the case of the Marcan
sections there was the second gospel itself, and
in the case of the “ Q" sections the Matthean
version of the “logia,” to exercise a disturbing
influence over the scribes who copied the text in
the early days of Christianity. Yet it is worth
noticing that the variations of D in Luke xiv. 8-10
from the text of the older uncials bring the
‘ parable ”’ of the lowest seats at feasts rather
nearer to the Bezan version in Matthew. The
P e probably owes its position in the first
%m to the nature of the foregoing account of

hrist’s rebuking the sons of Zebedee for the request,
put forward by their mother, that one should sit
on his right hand and the other on his left in the
Kingdom.

The more critical scribes of the ancient MSS., if
they knew the passage at all, rejected it with good
reason as an interpolation, not of a piece, in language
or content, with its context.

After examining the parallels in Clement of
Rome to certain sayings in the Sermon on the
Mount, the Committee of the Oxford Society of
Historical Theology remarks:? “ We incline to
think that we have in Clem. Rom. a citation from
some written or unwritten form of ‘ Catechesis’
as to our Lord’s teaching, perhaps a local form which

1 How Luke was Written, p. 42.
8 The N.T. in the Apostolic Fathers, p. 61.
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may go back to a time before our gospels existed.”
With the substitution of Codex Bezae, Matt. xx. 28 ff.,
for Clement of Rome, the words may be applied
to the passage cited. It is also probable, on grounds
already stated, that the ‘“ local form ”’ of our Lord’s
teaching to which Matt. xx. 28 ff. (D) belongs was the
source of a considerable part of the matter Peculiar
to Luke known as the “ Perean Section ”’ or *“ Travel
Document.”

Luke, it is clear, has retained the thought of
the original saying of Jesus, whilst altering its
form, improving its language, and providing for
it an introduction, a fresh setting, and an appropriate
moral. He has connected the *‘ parable” with
another independent section on invitations to dinner
by prefacing the latter (verse 12) with a statement
that qus addressed it ‘““to him also that had bidden
him,” $.e. one of the rulers of the Pharisees.

There is, of course, a certain inner connection
between the two sections which had not escaped
the notice of Luke.

Dr. Moffatt? thinks the entire collection of
‘‘ table-talk ’ reflects the Greek symposium dialogues.
It may be so.

The respect paid to his source by Luke, in editing
the original of xiv. 8-11, is in contrast with the free-
dom with which he has occasionally edited the
Marcan narrative, and, apparently, some of the
sources employed in Acts. Probably this is due
to the character of the source as an Aramaic logion
of our Lord. Possibly, also, some differences
between the Lucan ‘‘ parable” and the Matthean
version of it in Codex Bezae ultimately rest upon
the fact thus reported by Eusebius in the words of
Papias: Marfaios pév odv ‘EBpaid. Swadéxre Ta
Adya auveypdipato [V.1. cuverdfaro] fpprjvevoe 8’ adra
ds v duvards Exaoros.

1 Intyod. to the Literature of the N.T. p. 273 n.
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EXCURSUS

*AvaxAivew is found in Matt. twice, in Mark once, and
in Luke three times. Onceitoccursina * Q" passagein
the first and third gospels (Matt. viii. 11 = Luke xiii. 29),
once in what is almost certainly ““ Q " though the verse
is not found in Matt. (Luke xii. 37, cp. Matt. xxv. 1-13),
and once in a Marcan passage which Matt. has kept and
Luke altered to xaraxAivew (Mark vi. 39 = Matt. xiv. 19
= Luke ix. 15).

The word also occurs in Luke ii. 7, in a narrative
which, by common consent, betrays a Semitic colour,
and, in the opinion of many scholars, is a translation
of a Hebrew source more or less worked over by
the evangelist.! Hence in every occurrence of the verb
in the N.T. there is good reason to suspect a Semitic
o .
In the Syriac versions jafaao is used to translate

dvaxAivew, except in Luke ii. 7 where the verb i$ fo;

and the idea of reclining at table is absent. In tlge
LXX proper dvaxAivew does not occur, but for eddpdy-
Opre (1 Sam. xvi. 5) G reads dvaxAfyre. The
Hebrew is oryn) and many scholars “ regard the M.T.
as an explanation of the LXX, which they prefer as
being more original and less tautologous with what
follows.” # The LXX presupposes the Heb. onmon
and Lucian bnpod.  ynp is used of laying hands upon
the head of sacrificial victims as those who share in
the sacrifice (Ex. xxix. 1o, 15, 19, Lev. i. 4, Num. viii.
12, all in P, and 2 Chron. xxix. 23). The variant of
G" is doubtless due to the translator’s familiarity with
the later ritual, and probably to his ignorance of the
primitive sacrifice as a feast, or to his desire to conceal

1 See p. 79.
3 Driver, Notss on Heb. Text of Samuel, 2nd ed. p. 133.
1
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the fact in the interests of a more highly developed
conception of the rite. Budde! says: “ G" represents
a paraphrase compromising between the two readings,”
i.c. the M.T. and the Gk. There is probably more in
it than this, but, in any case, clearly dvaxAfnre was
intended to render DRYLD or “OD.

Again, in Prov. ii. 2 for mapafaleis Aquila, obviously
desiring as always to give a more literal translation,
translates the Heb. ryn by dvaxAweis. Though the
verb 7j»y means “ to stretch out,” ‘‘ to incline,” and
never “to recline,” the similarity between its meaning
and that of qnp may have suggested Aquila’s rendering.
In Canticles i. 12 the substantive dvaxAlows is used of
the king’s table or banquet for the Heb. 2pp. In
Mishnaic Hebrew 3pn means ¢ banqueting couch,”
and the verb in the Hiphil is used in the sense of
“ recline at table” (cp. Mishnah Berachoth, vi). In
Sirach xxxii. 1 the Qal is used meaning ““ to be seated
at a banquet.”

In view of this history of the word, it is singular that
in 3 Macc. v. 16 dvaxAivac V.. davaxAfijvar] is used
in the sense “ to recline at table.” 3 Maccabees, an
Alexandrine production, is written in “ literary and
Atticistic” Greek, and, according to Mr. Thackeray,
“ the date as shown by epistolary formulae and papyrus
evidence is probably ¢c. 8o B.C.”

The occurrence of dvaxAdew in such a work may
point to its use in certain circles of Greek writers, without,
however, affecting the fact that translators of Jewish
stock preferred it to the classical forms when rendering
the Semitic term for “ to recline.”

“ New Testament writers,” say Drs. Moulton and
Milligan,® “ use dvaxAlveofa: ‘to recline at table’
instead of the classical 7apa- and xara-xAiveofa. in a way
which suggests that this was characteristic of the common

1 S.B.0.T. pp. 64-5.
* Vocabulary of the Greek N.T. Pt. . p. 34.
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speech, though we are unable to illustrate it.”” Whether
or not the verb belonged to the Kou~j it is certain that,
with the exception of 3 Macc. v. 16, it is found as in
the Matthean interpolation in Codex Bezae (xx. 28 ff.),
where a Semitic original lies behind it.



CHAPTER 1V
LUKE THE THEOLOGIAN

I. INTRODUCTION—DOCTRINE OF PRAYER

THE doctrinal tendencies of the author of the third
gospel and of Acts do not lie upon the surface of
his writings. It was no part of his plan in the
evangelical narrative to set forth, after the manner
of the fourth evangelist, an interpretation of the
life of our Lord, nor yet, in his historical work,
to introduce or elucidate the dogmatic teaching
of the Church. Yet here and there, in his selection
or presentation of the words and deeds of Christ
and his Apostles, may be discerned traces of his
own religious interests and prepossessions. Thus
the prominence given to prayer in the gospel has
its para.llel in the history.

‘ More than any of the other evangelists Luke
bring before his readers the subject of Prayer.”
Dr. Plummer ! has admirably summarised the facts.
“On seven occasions Luke is alone in recording
that Jesus praéyed (iii. 21, v. 16, vi. 12, ix. 18, ix. 29,
xi. I, xxiii. 46). Moreover, Luke alone relates the
declaration of Jesus that he had made supplication
for Peter, and his charge to the Twelve, ‘' Pray ye
that ye enter not into temptation’ (xxii. 32, 40).
Again, Luke alone records the parables which enjoin
persistence in prayer, the Friend at Midnight

1 Commentary on Luks, p. xlv.
116
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(xi. 5-13), and the Unrighteous Judge (xviii. 1-8);
and to the charge to watch (Matt. xxv. 13, Mark
xiii. 23) he adds  at every season, making supplica-
tion that ye may prevail’ ( xxi. 36). In the parable of
the Pharisee and the Publican, the difference between
real and unreal prayer is illustrated (xviii. 11-13).”

Turning to Acts, we find the same interest in the
practice of prayer. In the twenty-eight chapters
of the book there are no fewer than twenty-six
references to prayer. Of these, two are in ‘‘ we”
sections, viz. xvi. 16, where the scene is Philippi and
Luke writes “ as we were going to the place of
prayer,” and xxi. 5, when the disciples brou%ht their
wives and children down to the seashore to bid Paul
farewell, “‘ and kneeling down on the beach,” says
Luke, ‘‘ we prayed.”

At Miletus also, when Luke was present,! Paul,
bidding farewell to the elders of Ephesus, xx. 36,
“ ed down and prayed with them all.” Prayer
in time of peril (vii. 60, xii. 5, xii. 13, xiii. 24, xvi. 25)
and in the presence of death (ix. 40, xxviii. 8) are
conspicuous in Acts. The place of prayer in the
collective life of the church 1s recognised, as in the
appointment of apostles (i. 14, xiii. 3), deacons (vi. 6),
and elders (xiv. 22), whilst the private devotions
of disciples do not go unnoticed (iii. 1, x. 29, 30,
xi. 4, xvi. 25, xxii. 7).

I1. DocTRINE (2) oF WORSHIP, (b) OF FORGIVENESS,
(c) oF THE SPIRIT

Closely connected with Luke’s zeal for pra‘lyﬁr
is his fondness for singling out acts of worship. e
expressions ‘‘ praising God ”’ and ‘‘ blessing God ”’
are almost peculiar to him in the New Testament.
The glorifying of God for benefits received is more
frequent i1n the third than in any other gospel,

1 See ‘‘ Luke the Reporter,” pp. 185 fl.
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whilst it is to Luke we owe the Gloria in Excelsis
(ii. 14), the Magnificat (i. 46-55), the Benedictus
(i. 68-79), and the Nunc Dimittis (ii. 29-32).

In his doctrine of love and forgiveness Luke was
probably much indebted to the magnanimous author
of 1 Corinthians xiii., but it may be said to be
characteristic of his gospel.

“ A develo doctrine of the Spirit "’ is * the
most marked feature of Acts "’ to which “ the Lucan
gospel is clearly intended to lead up.” ‘‘ The whole
tendency of Acts,” says Professor Lake! “is to
look on the possession of the Spirit as the character-
istic of the Church, rather than of an eschatological
kingdom.” In this respect, as in others, the doctrine
of Luke approximates to that of the fourth gospel,
where ““ the Spirit is conceived as a gift bestowed by
Christ after his departure on those who called them-
selves by his name.” * But the source of the
S}:irit is not clearly defined by Luke. ‘ The modes
of speech vary, because the conceptions are still
fluid.” * The doctrine of the Spirit as the moulder
and fashioner of the Christian’s inner life continually,
as it confronts us in the Apostle’s letters, is un-
assimilated. Luke reflects a less developed form
of teaching in his writing than his greater fellow-
traveller ; he edits his sources in the light of the
Spirit’s work, but that work is still to him almost
solely confined to the equipment of the Messiah,
of those who prepare his way, and of those who
lead on the continuation of his saving mission.” 3

III. DOCTRINE OF DEMONOLOGY
Mr. Colin Campbell ¢ closely connects Luke’s

1 Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, i. 29.

% Scott, The Fourth Gospel, p. 337.

$ Winstanley, Spirit in the New Testament, pp. 135-6.
4 Critical Studies in St. Luke's Gospel, p. 14.
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doctrine of the Holy Spirit with his demonology.
‘ By none of the other Evangelists is the personality
of Satan, as Prince of this world—the Adversary—
so vividly realised as by Luke, as a counter-balance
to the ﬁrominence which he gives to the doctrine
of the Holy Spirit.” * Demonology has for Luke
deep interest. It is a controlling idea of his work.”

Mr. Naylor! marks the contrast between the
attitude of Greek medical science and the attitude
of Luke in re%ard to demoniacal possession, and
attributes the Christian physician’s doctrine to the
influence of Paul and his fellow-Christians and to
the phenomena he witnessed in Christian circles.

o trace of Luke’s pre-Christian scientific opinion
of demons survives. Otherwise it is possible we
might have had an interesting parallel to Cardinal
Manning’s volte-face in the matter of papal in-
fallibility after he was converted to the Roman
Church. “ Between the preacher on the Anglican
rule of faith in 1838, and the father of the Vatican
Council in 1870, what a gulf; what a difference
gletvl?;enl hi’s first word on papal infallibility and

's t ”

IV. DOCTRINE OF THE AFTER-LIFE

Some indications of Luke’s theological opinions
may be seen in his corrections of the sources he
used. For example, as one trained in Greek modes
of thought, he rejected the conception of a slain or
destroyed soul (Matt. x. 28), whilst retaining, and
even emphasising, the doctrine of érunishment after
death (Luke xii. 4). In effect the Gentile evangelist
disapproves of the notion of a vengeance hereafter,
which formed part of the current teaching of con-
temporary Judaism.

1 Hibbert Journal, vii. 38 i,
t Purcell, Life of Manning, i. 135.
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In the parable, peculiar to Luke, of the Rich Man
and Lazarus, the fire spoken of is n(;t tlilepresenlt)tlad as
consuming, nor is it the purpose of the parable to
describe the state of the rri)ghteous and Wi%ked after
death. The thought rather resembles that of the
phrase in Enoch, ‘“ descending . . . into the flame of
the pain of Sheol ”’ (Ixiii. 10). The entire passage in
Luke (xvi. 19-31) in form and content resembles the
description of Sheol in 1 Enoch xxii. Of the latter
Dr. Charles says:! “The writer places Sheol or
Hades in the far west, as the Babylonians, Greeks,
and Egyptians did, and not in the underworld, as
the Hebrews. In all other sections of Enoch the
Hebrew view prevails.” Luke apparently adopted
the popular view of an intermediate condition
subsequent to preliminary individual judgement
at death. He rejected, however, the words con-
tained in Matt. v. 29 f. (cp. Mark ix. 43-48 = Matt.
xviii. 8-9) (kai p3) Slov 76 odud oov BAnbj eis
yéewwav), *‘ because they suggest the false con-
ception that a man, whilst still in the body, might
enter Hades.” # For the same reason Luke avoids
the Matthean xai Yuxiy xai odpa dmoréoar & ye
(x. 28), and gives the fine thought contained mm
words p1) dofnbire dmé T@v dmoxTewdvtwy T6 odua
xal peta Tabra pn) éxdvrwy mepLoodTEPSV TL moljoal
(Luke xii. 4). e words of Matthew recall the view
of the school of Shammai that after the ;udgement
a part of man remained in Gehenna for twelve
months until the body was destroyed and the soul
burnt up. It may be no mere coincidence that Luke
also rejects the doctrine of Shammai, found in Matt.
v. 31, permitting divorce in the case of adultery,?
since his friend Paul had been a disciple of Gamaliel,
a descendant of Hillel and head of his school.

1 The A pocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, ii. 202.

8 B. Weiss, Die Quellen des Lucasevangeliums, S. 100-101.
3 See Pervicope Adulterae, p. 276.
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It is possible that Luke’s conception of the life
hereafter underlying his corrections of the first
gospel is akin to the Pauline teaching (x Cor. xv. 50)
adpf ral alua PBacelav feod kKAnpovopfioar od dvvatac,
but probably the evangelist’s antipathy to the current
Jewish ideas of a bodily resurrection is in part due
to his Greek origin and education, in part to his
scientific training and experience.

“ The Pauline conception of a spiritual body ”
was, as Dr. Oesterley! reminds us, ‘ unknown to
the A tists.”” It was, in fact, original to the
A e. exandrine Judaism, of which the author
of the Wisdom of Solomon was a representative,
is distinguished from Palestinian Jucrajsm by its
rejection of a bodily resurrection.? Luke’s acquaint-
ance with Wisdom is discussed elsewhere.?

Expressions in the gospels relating to food in
connection with the heavenly life (Luke xxii. 30;
Mark xiv. 25 = Matt. xxvi. 29 = Luke xxii. 18) ‘‘ must
be interpreted in a figurative sense,’’ 4 since those who
partake of it are as dyyelo. & Tois odpavois (Matt.
xii. 25; cp. Matt. xxii. 30, Luke xx. 36), and the same
expressions are found in the Ethiopic Enoch (civ.
4, 6, li. 4) and in the A ypse of Baruch “in

assages where the life of the blessed is conceived
in the most spiritual manner.” But in no synoptic
gospel is the physical nature of the risen Christ so
clearly portrayed as in Luke, Bere rds yelpds pov
xal Tovs médas pov . . . mvefua odpka xal doréa
odx éxer . . . éxeré Tu Ppdoyuov éfdde; oi dé
énédwray adrd ixfdos dmrob pépos xal AaBaw évdymiov
adrav édayev (xxav. 39, 41, 42). ) -

The Lucan tradition has much in common with
that of John xx. 19 f. B. Weiss regards it as

1 The Books of the Apocrypha, p. 107, . I.

2 Charles, Eschatology, pp. 304 fi.

3 See ‘* Luke and the Wisdom of Solomon,”’ pp. 242 fi.
4 Charles, Eschatology, p. 396.
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belonging originally to Luke’s third source (L).
Then?ngﬁtion of details not elsewhere noted rﬁla)y
attest the evangelist’s desire to lay stress upon our
Lord’s ﬁost mortem body in order to silence doubts
of which he was personally conscious.

In the same way Sir Thomas Browne accepted
traditions as a Christian which conflicted with his
knowledge and experience as a physician. In
the Religio Medics he observes: * Experience and
history informs me, that not only many particular
Women, but likewise whole Nations, have escaped
the curse of Child-birth, which God seems to pro-
nounce upon the whole Sex. Yet do I believe that
all this 1s true, which indeed my Reason would
persuade me to be false; and this I think is no
vulgar gart of Faith, to believe a thing not only
above but contrary to Reason, and against the
Arguments of our proper senses.”

The high esteem in which Luke held his peculiar
source is manifest in his free use of it despite its
markedly Jewish character.

Again, an aversion to the material conception
of the Devil, entertained by Matthew, may be seen
in Luke’s version of the Temptation, though here,
in the opinion of B. Weiss, the third evangelist is
nearer to the original narrative of “ Q" than the
first. Luke does not describe the Devil in physi
terms as approaching Jesus (mpoceAfuw Matt. iv. 3),
or taking him along (wapadapfdve: adrdv Matt. iv.s, 8).
‘“ The Devil does not speak otherwise to Jesus than
does the Holy Spirit to men " (cp. Acts viii. 29).
* The words employed by Luke of the action of the
Devil (dvayaydv—iyayev) simply imply a carrying
away in the spirit (cp. Ezek. xxxvii. 1, Rev. xvii. 3,
xxi. 10).” 1

In one sense Luke is a universalist, in another he
is not. To the Marcan narrative of Christ’s reply to

1 B, Weiss, Die Quellen des Lucasevangeliums, S. 101.
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the Sadducees on the question of the resurrection
he makes two significant additions. After declaring,
with Mark and Matthew, that the God of the patri-
archs is the God of living persons, he says (xx. 38)
wdvres yap avrd {dow. We are reminded of Paul’s
question and answer, “Is God the God of the Jews
only? is he not the God of Gentiles also? Yea, of
the Gentiles also”’ (Romans iii. 29). But thereis a
definite limitation in his allusion to those who rise
from the dead, since he speaks of them *¢hat are
accounted worthdy to attain to that world”’ (xx. 35),
using the word xarafuwbérres—a verb found else-
where only once in Acts and in 2 Thessalonians i. 5.
In the current Jewish thought the limitation of the
resurrection to the righteous is in favour of the
saints, patriarchs, and keepers of the Law in Israel.
In Luke, as in Paul, the righteous are primarily,
though not exclusively, the faithful Christians (cp.
I Thess. iv. 16 {., 2 Thess. i. 5, Romans ii. 7).

In regard to the doctrine of future punish-
_ment, Mr. Emmet?! has called attention “to a
fact which has been very insufficiently realised ;
there is a marked and striking difference in this
respect between the teaching of our Lord as regorted
by St. Luke and his teaching as reported by St.

atthew.” The use by the two evangelists of words
like ‘fire, as applied to eternal punishment,”
‘ Gehenna,” ‘ eternal ” (alwmos), “ day of judge-
ment,” “ outer darkness,” and the phrase ‘‘ there
shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth,” and the
‘ indications of a milder view of the future life ”’ in
P es peculiar to the third go:Elel (the Lazarus
parable, the repentance of the thief at the last
moment, and the saying about many and few
stripes, xii. 47), proves that ‘ Luke’s attitude as to
the future punisﬁment of the sinner excluded from
the Kingdom is much milder than Matthew’s.”

1 Immortality, ed. Streeter, pp. 188-98.
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Of the three passages in the gospels “ in which
it is argued that the context itself clearly implies
everlasting punishment, the Lucan form of one
(xii. 10, cp. Mark xiii. 28 ff. = Matt. xii. 31), regarded
by Mr. Allen and Harnack as the original, contains
neither the words “ but is i}n']ty of an eternal sin ”
(Mark) nor the addition of Matthew, ‘ either in this
world or that which is to come.” The second passaf ,
already noticed (Mark ix. 43 ff. = Matt. v.29,xviii. 81.),
is not found in Luke, and the third passage, the
parable of the Sheep and the Goats (Matt. xxv. 31),
is peculiar to the first evangelist.

Mr. Emmet observes that “on the one hand
Luke’s reticence might be aninstance of his Paulinism,
but, on the other, the language of Matthew is in
line with the general Judaic and Apocalyptic tone
of the first gospel.” At least it is certain that
Luke’s teaching on this subject is consonant with
his character as it is revealed in his writings generally.

V. Luke’s CHRISTOLOGY—THE VOICE
FROM HEAVEN

In Christology several scholars have detected in
Luke an approach to the Johannine type, but in
some respects the Lucan type is quite primitive.
Nor is this true merely of the Petrine speeches
in Acts, whose doctrine rests on a tradition earlier
than Luke. In the third gospel, according to the
evidence of the “ Western” text, Jesus became
Christ at the moment of baptism.

The voice from heaven, which greeted Jesus as he
rose from the baptismal waters, is variously reported
in the Synoptic Gospels. The fourth gospel,
though it mentions the incident of the descending
dove, is as silent with regard to the words which
followed that phenomenon as it is to the baptism
which preceded it. In Mark the words are
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addressed to Jesus, in Matthew to the bystanders:
a) el J vids pov J dyamrds, év gol €3déxknoa Markii. 11;
odrés éorw & vids pov & dyamyrds, & & €8dxnoa
Matt. iii. 17.

Luke has preserved two readings. One, found
in the earliest and the most numerous MSS.,, is
identical with that in Mark; the other, a so-called
;}V&stem ’; reading, ii; quqtatiog’:)f Psalm ii. 7:

s pov el oY, &y ofuepov yeyérmua oe. e
difficulty and diss?c'lence of Matthew’s version con-
stitute 1n this instance no proof of originality. It
is the form of expression used in the story of the
Transfiguration in all the Synoptic Gospels, and
may easily have passed thence into the narrative
of the Baptism. A public proclamation instead of
a private revelation would be in harmony with
known tendencies of the first evangelist. Again,
‘“when the Sinaitic and Curetonian S'yriac agree
in supporting a ‘ Western’ reading,”” says Dr.
Stanton,! ‘“such a reading must be held to be
equally well attested with what Westcott and Hort
call a neutral reading.”

This is the case with the reading o9 elin Matt. iii.
17. Dr. Burkitt ? is of opinion that “ the balance
of external evidence is in this case in favour of the
reading ‘ Thou art my son.’” The same tendency
which led Tatian to prefer the * This is my son
of his text of Matthew to the ‘* Thou art my son ”
of Mark and Luke would lead an over-orthodox
scribe to change ‘“ Thou art ” into ““ Thisis.” We
even find that most of the * Western ”’ texts add
npds avréy after Aéyovea, and, in any case, the
reference to Ps. ii. 7 could hardly be missed.

Much more striking than the *“ Western ’’ variant
in Matthew is the “ Western ”’ reading in Luke.
This is attested by D, and the old Latin codices

1 Gospels as Historical Documents, ii. 71.
8 Evangelion Da-Mepharveshe, ii. 267.
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Vercell., Veron., Colbert, Paris, Corbei (ff) Rhedig.
Vratisl. Agreemi with these are, in the West,
ustin (twice), “ Acta Petri et Pauli,” 29 ; Lactant.,
uvenc., Hilary (five times), the translator of
Origen (Hom. on Ezech. 17. 3), the author of
the pseudo- Augustinian Quaest. Vet. et Nov.
Test., Tycon., Faustus in Augustine, and Augustine.
‘“ After the beginning of the fifth century the
reading vanishes completely ; the Vulgate gave
it its deathblow.” ! The gospel of the Ebionites,
according to Epi;l)hanius, Haer. 30, had both forms
side by side In the gospel according to the
Hebrews, Jerome found in the story of the Baptism
the words “ tu es filius meus primogenitus, qui
regnas in sempiternum,” 3 apparently a reminiscence
of the ‘“ Western” reading. Harnack’s decision
seems safe, ‘ that the most ancient exemplars of
St. Luke’s gospel, current in the West, agreed in
reading the version of Ps. ii.” ¢ It is comparatively
easy to see how this was replaced by the version
current in the East. The conformation by scribes
of the text of one gospel to that of another 1s a well-
authenticated fact in the history of the common
tradition. What made the quotation of Ps. ii. a
hard saying was doubtless, as Harmack suggests,®
‘ because it excluded the miraculous conception.”
The “ inconvenience ”’ of the tradition was respon-
sible for the facts he alleges, viz. : (1) the Baptism
was not included among the articles of the ancient
Roman Symbol, (2) reference was made to the event
much more rarely than from its importance we

should have expected.
It is not irrelevant to observe that in Acts there

1 Harnack, Sayings of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 312.
* Nestle, Nov. Test. Supp. p. 75.

3 Preuschen, Antilegomena, S. 5.

¢ Harnack, Sayings of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 312.
8 Ibid. p. 311.
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are several allusions to the anointing of Jesus with
the Spirit at his baptism, but none to his super-
natural origin, and that in the gospel the reading
in ii. 5 odv Mapudp T yvvawxi adrod is attested by
the Sinaitic Syriac and two old Latin texts, whilst
the words ds évouilero, iii. 23, and the two verses,
i. 34, 35, in which alone the supernatural birth is
ii::gd, are by several scholars attributed to a later

When, however, Schmiedel observes that in the
third gospel ‘‘ the historical tradition that Jesus
was born as the eldest child of Joseph and Mary is
still faithfully preserved,” ! he is going beyond the
facts so far as the text of the gospel is concerned.

On the ground of the divergent traditions as to
the second clause in the words of the voice from
heaven, it has been suggested that the words were
originally confined to ““ Thou art my Son.” It is
an interesting speculation, but concerned primarily
with the sources of Luke rather than with what the
evangelist himself wrote.

That the *“ Western ”’ text should have preserved
the quotation of Ps. ii. 7 independently of the
influence of Matt. and Mark isa strong argument for
its originality. Mr. Conybeare has suggested * that
the Bezan text originated in the interests of the
idea that Jesus only became the Son of God when
he was baptized. This reasoning is met by the
remark of Harnack:? ‘‘ The hypothesis of a later
intrusion of the reading into the Lucan text is
improbable, because of its content, and has no
analogy in its favour after the Canon of Four
Gospels had once been formed.”

Doubtless, as Zahn says, “ extreme emphasis

1 Encyclopaedia Biblica, vol. iii. col. 3350.
8 Jewish Quarterly Review, ix. 463.

8 Sayings of Jesws (Eng. Tr.), p. 313, ». I.
¢ Imtyod. to the New Test. (Eng. Tr.), v. 30.
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was laid upon the baptism of Jesus by many heretics,
and theretore the ‘ 8’ text must have become more
and more intolerable to the consciousness of the
Church.” With this Dr. Moffatt1is in agreement:
‘“ The remarkably wide prevalence of the reading
in the second and third centuries is a factor in its
favour. In this case there is reason to suspect that
the alteration was due to doctrinal interest which
found the Lucan text, ‘ Thou art my Son, to-day
have I begotten thee,” inconvenient and misleading.”
Dalman argues that the reading probably arose
because the divine words, which recalled Ps. ii. 7,
were made to agree with the terms of that Psalm.?
In regard to this suggestion, the Jewish doctrine of
the Bath Qol should be taken into consideration.
Literally “ daughter voice,” Bath Qol, may be a

iphrasis for a diminutive as the masc. “ Ben "
g;l:rll? is in Mishnaic Hebrew, and denote the little
voice. :

The ression means a divine utterance. It
*“ is sometimes spoken of as audible to the outward
ear, at other times as audible to the inner ear of
the heart, and answers, in fact, to what we should
call conscience.” ‘‘ The words spoken by the Bath
Qol were always few in number and were as a
rule taken from Scripture.”” * The identification in
Rabbinical writings of the Bath Qol with the Holy
Spirit is Mghg important in view of the evangelical
narrative of the voice from heaven.4

Moreover, as Dalman himself shows,5 the common
reading is also derived from the Old Testament.
oV €l 6 vids pov 6 dyamnrds, év ool edddxnoa recalls

1 Theology of the New Test. p. 39.

2 Words of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 277.

3 Oesterley and Box, Religion and Worship of the Synagogue,
PP- 214-15.

¢ See Jewish Encyclopaedia, ii. 589b.

¢ Words of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 277.
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Isaiah xlii. 1, 2, in the form reproduced by Matt. xii.
18, Bod ¢ mals pov oy ':?péﬂau, 6 dyamrds pov Ov
eddxnoer 1) § wov. * The bestowal of the spirit
mentioned in Isaiah xlii. 1 is clearly the motive for
the allusion to this prophetic statement. What
Isaiah xlii. 1 says of the servant of God was now
being fulfilled.” 1 There is only one difficulty ; the
use of wats by Isaiah, and of viés by the voice from
heaven. Even this disappears when Dalman pro-
ceeds to point out that in Acts iii. 13, 26, iv. 25, 26,
30, mais means child, and that Clement of Rome, in
alluding to the voice from heaven, uses =ats instead
of vids, a usage found also in the Wisdom of Solomon.
The conclusion seems convincing that the exten-
sion of & vids pov on the lines of Is. xlii. T was as
easy and natural as on the lines of Ps. ii. 7. The
addition of ¢ dyammrds, which is a definite Messianic
title,? to vids pov, coming as it does from the first
gospel, represents a less primitive conception of
Christ than that embodied in the words of the
second Psalm. Further, as Blass showed,?® the
Iatt;lrng fit their consxt bgtte; thIan the E?‘.stem
reading. iii. 23 xal adrds v ’Incods dpyduevos
doel érdv Tpudxovra, Av vids, ds Jvopi{ef:,px Twov)

x.rA. do not connect well with what precedes in
the common version, whereas there is a close con-
nection in the “ Western” text. The ovjuepor
yeyénmia stands in opposition to the thirty years,
and the Yds pov el oY likewise to v vids, ds
évopilero, "lwoigp. As Keim expresses it,® “In a
striking manner Luke has placed the pedigree of
Jesus at this su%reme moment of Messianic beget-
ing.”” Again, the connection in thought between
the voice from heaven and the Temptation which

1 Words of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 277.
3 Swete, Comm. on Mark, p. 9 ; Plummer, Comm. o Luke.
8 Philology of the Gospels, p. 169.
¢ Jesus of Nazara (Eng. Tr.), ii. 280.
K
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follows the genealogy has even a prototype in the
Psalm. ‘‘ The rulers take counsel together against
the Lord and against his anointed.”” Mention is
made of “ the holy hill of Zion "’ and of “ the utter-
most parts of the earth as the pessession of the
Messiah.” 1 It would not be contrary to evangelical
practice if these elements were shaped and repro-
duced in the Temptation narratives, ‘‘ which are,”
says Dr. Sanday, ‘‘ upon the face of them sym-
bolical.” 3

If we now assume that Luke wrote the words of
Psalm ii. 7, as spoken by the voice from heaven,
there remains the fact that he altered the written
tradition of Mark, whom, at this point, he is
following. Such an alteration must have been due
to his intention to set forth in order the certain-
ties concerning the matters of Christian teaching.
Hort suggested 3 that the “ Western ' reading came
from a traditional source, written or oral.

Dr. Edwin A. Abbott ¢ thinks that * the voice
from heaven was given in Christian gospels before
Luke, from paraphrases of Ps. ii. 7, and that Luke,
desiring to be more exact as to such solemn words,
resorted to a Hebrew gospel, which gave the words
as in the Hebrew Bible.”

It is more reasonable to think, with Harnack$
and Dr. Stanton,® that ““ Q" contained this version
of the voice from heaven, and that its authority
decided Luke to deviate from the text of Mark.

Undoubtedly, as Professor Lake? observes, “ the
quotation from Ps. ii. in Luke’s narrative of the
baptism "’ gives * increased force ” to the further

1 Psalm ii. 2. % D.B. ii. 612,
3 New Testament Intyoduction, p. 57.
4 Som of Mam, 3333 f.
8 Sayings of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 314.
¢ Gospels as Historical Documents, ii. 102.
. 7 Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, i. 28.
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quotation in Luke iv. 18 mvedua xvplov ér’ éué, o
evexev é')(pwév ue kA, “for the connection of
éxpwoev with Xpiwords is obvious.” ‘‘ This, again,
reflects light on Acts x. 38 d&s éxpioev adrdv J Oeds
mvedpare dylp xai Swvdper, and the similar phrase
in iv. 27.”

In the Acts of the Apostles, Luke again quotes
Ps. ii. 7, as does also the unknown writer to the
Hebrews in the first chapter of his epistle. The
reference in both cases is disputed. In the report of
Paul’s address to the Jews at Antioch, Acts xiii. 18-41,
it is commonly understood by commentators that the
words express the fulfilment of the Resurrection.
The A.V. even forecloses discussion by translating,
“ God hath fulfilled the same unto our children, in
that he hath raised up Jesus again ; as it is also
written in the second psalm, Thou art my Son, this
day have I begotten thee.” The R.V. by omit-
ting the word ““again”’ has left the reference open.
Nevertheless, verses 30 and 31 certainly support the
traditional interpretation.

On the other hand, the following verse suggests
that something else is meant, since this speaks of
the scriptural witness to the resurrection as though
for the first time: “ And as concerning that he
raised him up from the dead, now no more to return
to corruption, he hath spoken on this wise, I will

ive you the holy and sure blessings of David.”
f we understand the Apostle as inning afresh
with verse 32, and the *“ good tidings of the promise "
to refer to the appointment of the Messiah, the
antithesis between “ raised up Jesus’’ and *“ raised
him up from the dead ”’ (v. 34) is quite clear, and
both the two verses and the two quotations acquire
an intensified significance. That dworfvac can be
used in the former sense may be seen from the
following examples. In Acts xiii. 22 “ raised up "’ is
used of the appointment of David to be King of
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Israel. In Actsiii. 22 and vii. 27 the verb is used
in a quotation of Deut. xviii. 15, in reference to
elevation to the prophetic office, a passage under-
stood by Luke in a Messianic sense. In Acts iii.
26 God “raised up ” his servant (wais), meaning
son, a passage already mentioned. Elsewhere,
24, iX. 41, xiil. 34, xvii. 31, it is used of raising from
death, in the first two cases the context being
decisive, and in the last two ‘ from the dead”
being expressly stated. If the word, then, in xiii. 33-
be referred to the Messianic appointment and the
divine declaration of sonship at the baptism of
Jesus, parallels to this usage are not wanting in
the book of Acts. On this view, Paul having
spoken of the promised gift of a Saviour, verse 23,
briefly relates the story of his death and resurrection,
and closes with the mention of Christ’s *“ witnesses
unto the people.” The last phrase may almost be
said to be taken from the lips of Jesus, for he ended
his address to the disciples after the resurrection,
‘“and ye shall be my witnesses—unto the utter-
most parts of the earth” (Acts i. 8). Peter closes
his speech to the brethren before the successor to
Judas is appointed with a reminder of the Lord’s
saying ; and with the same words he brings to an
end his speech before the High Priest (v. 32). Thrice
he employs the phrase, as Paul did in Acts xiii. 31,
in order to convince his hearers of the central element
in his doctrine, and then further elaborates his theme.
Acts xiii. 32 may therefore represent a fresh begin-
mng The “ promise ” in verse 32, as in verse 23,

“which God fulfiled,” was the gift of a Messiah,
whose call was made at the > Baptism, and reported
by Luke, Acts xiii. 33, as in his gospel iii. 22, in
the wor(}is of Psalm ii. 7, Yids pov €l o, éyd» ojuepov

KQa. C€.

Ié-ll’e’l';rews i. 5 may be referred to the same

incident in the life of Christ. “ A more exalted
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name,” i. 4, is that of “ Son.” The words which
recede plainly celebrate the exaltation of Christ,
ut the inheritance of the name was prior to the
gloriﬁed state, and belongs to the days of his flesh.
‘It is absolutely impossible to imagine how Jesus
could have arrived at the conviction that he was
the future Messiah without first knowing himself
as standing in an unique relationship to God.” !
This self-revelation occurred, according to ‘the
%%spels, at the moment of his baptism by John.
ere is no necessity, with Origen and many
modern commentators, to think that the quotation
of Ps. ii. 7 in this Epistle refers to the eternal
generation, though Philo uses o7juepov in the
sense of eternity. ‘‘ The word, both in its primary
and in its secondary meaning, naturally marks
some definite crisis, as in the inauguration of the
theocratic king, and that which would correspond
with such an event in the historic manifestation of
the divine king.”* The interpretation of ovjuepov
as an expression for that which is eternal appears
to be false to the context. * yeyéwmra marks the
communication of a new and abiding life.” 3
Westcott dates this at the time when the divine
sovereignty was established by the resurrection,
depending for his precedents upon Pauline usage.
The historic manifestation of the divine king may
just as easily be understood of the Baptism in
harmony with Luke. More than any other evan-
elist is Luke connected in language with the
pistle to the Hebrews.

The exalted conception of Christ which distin-
guishes the Epistle is not exclusive of emphasis
upon the historic and human elements in the life
of our Lord. The Temptation which is mentioned

1 Harnack, Sayings of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 301.
3 Westcott, Ep. to the Hebrews, p. 19.
8 Ibid.
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twice was preceded by the divine pronouncement
at the Baptism, the words of which are also given.

We therefore conclude that the voice from heaven
in the third gospel spoke the words of Ps. ii. 7,
and that the quotation of the same verse in Acts
and Hebrews refers to the divine utterance on the
occasion of Christ’s baptism by John.

VI. DOCTRINE OF ATONEMENT

When we pass from Luke’s doctrine of the
Baptism, and, incidentally, the birth of Christ to
that of his death, we notice a singular reticence in
his statements relating thereto. The announce-
ments by Jesus of the approaching Passion are
reported by him (ix. 22, 44 ; xvii. 33) as by Mark
and Matthew, and in similar terms. Whether he
connected the necessity of death laid upon our
Lord with his Messianic vocation, or simply with
the force of circumstances consequent upon his
word and work, may here be left an open question.
It is more important to mark the omission by Luke
of the phrase (Mark x. 45 = Matt. xx. 28) xai Sodvar
T Yuxw adrod Adrpov dvri moMddv. Instead of
this saying, Luke (xxii. 27) has simply is ydp peilwv,
0 dvaxelpevos ) 0 dwaxovdv ; odxl S dvaxeluevos ; éyd
3¢ & péow vudv e s o Swaxovdv. The pre-
cise meaning of the Marcan phrase has been the
subject of much controversy. It is, at least,
significant that Luke does not ascribe such language
to our Lord. The * Western ”’ text, it is true, runs
rather differently, but the same idea is Eresented.

Again, the words in Luke (xxii. 19®, 20) which
represent Christ’s death in a sacrificial covenant:
aspect are omitted by various ‘‘ Western ’’ authorities
including Codex Bezae ; the Curetonian Syriac omits
verse 20, and the Sinaitic and Curetoman Syriac,
with the Latin “ b” and “ c,” place verse 19 before
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verse 17. The difficulties of the ordinary text,

and its suspicious coincidence with 1 Corinthians

xi. 24, “leave us no moral doubt,” says Hort,!

‘ that the words in question were absent from the

original text of Luke, notwithstanding the purely

;hWestern ’ ancestry of the documents which omit
em.’)

“ This is just one of these cases,” writes Dr.
Sanday? ““in which internal evidence is strongly in
favour of the text which we call ‘ Western.” The
temptation to expand was much stronger than to
contract ; and the double mention of the cup
raises real difficulties of the kind which suggest
interpolation.” Probably the tendency named must
be held accountable for Matthew’s reading éxyvwwé-
pevov els dpeow duapridv (xxvi. 28) instead of éxyvwwd-
wevov Umép moAA@v with Mark (xiv. 231)

So much for the merely textual aspect of the
passage in question. It is a further corroboration
of the ““ Western” text that the Pauline and
commonly accepted Christian view of the last meal
is wanting therein. * Jesus begins, according to
the Jewish custom, with the cup,” and the leading
thought expressed in verse 20 is that ‘‘ his body—
what he had offered them through his life and
teaching—what he had been to them—he gives
them as the food which effects their union, as the
source out of which they shall renew their life-
blood.” # Such a conception could only have had
its origin in the earliest days of the Christian
community.

In Acts the paucity of reference to the Atonement
in the speeches of Peter and Paul is remarkable
even though Luke in Acts i.—xv. 35 is dependent
upon an Aramaic source. _

1 Inmtyoduction App. p. 64.

2 Dictionary of the Bibls, ii. 636.
3 John Weiss, Das Urchristentum, S. 44.
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The remission of sins is associated bg Peter with
baptism in the name of Christ (ii. 38), with the
exaltation of Christ (v. 31), with belief in Christ
(x. 43), and by Paul with Christ whom God had
raised up (xdii. 48).

The question arises, Why did Luke thus omit
from %us writings any clear allusion to the Atone-
ment

The Bishop of Manchester thinks it may be
due to the fact that Luke wrote for Theophilus—a
Greek to whom the Cross was perhaps foolishness.
Probably, however, Theophilus himself, like Luke,
had become a Christian when the evangelist dedicated
to him his two books.! Otherwise how could Luke
say in the preface to his g'ospel thatoge h;g' written
it “Wa émyyds mepl v karnxibns Adywv
doddAewav”’ (i. 4) ? Besides the reaxs1cl>n alleged ratl‘rl.zvr
suggests an unworthy motive for Luke’s silence—
nothing less than a desire to curry favour with a
patron by the suppression of any reference to a
central doctrine of the primitive faith.

Other reasons more in harmony with the methods
and character of our author, as they are revealed
by a study of his works, are not far to seek.

The saying of Jesus reported by Luke (xxii. 27)
more aptly fits the context than that which is found
in Mark or in Matthew.

The Twelve are at supper with Jesus when a
dispute breaks out amongst them as to which of
them is to be accounted greatest. Jesus, after
contrasting them with the Gentiles, asks, ‘ For
whether is greater, he that sitteth at meat, or he
that serveth ? Is not he that sitteth at meat ? but
I am in the midst of you as he that serveth.”

Wellhausen * rightly remarks “ the words xal
Sofvar Ty Yuxiv adrod Adrpov dvri moMav do not

1 See ‘‘ Luke and his Friends,” p. 218.
2 Das Evangelium Marci, S. 84-5.
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suit the preceding Suaxovijoa:, for that means ‘to
serve,’ ‘to wait at table.’ The transition from
such service to the sacrifice of life is a perdBaais eis
d\Mo yévos.”

Merx finds in the Marcan saying ‘‘ to give his
life as a ransom,’”’ on the analogy of a similar Arabic

ression, merely a hyperbolical expression for
“ to render the highest service.” If this view be
accepted then Luke’s rendering of it might be
regarded as an interpretation designed to bring out
its essential meaning, and guard against a sacrificial
theory. But this exegesis of the passage in Mark
lacks adequate support.

Field ! urges that duaxovia is not restricted to
‘ waiting at table ”’ and “ serving up the dishes,”
but, as in Plutarch, may include the preparations
for the feast. In point of fact the word could be
used in a much more general sense, as in an Oxy-
rhynchus Papyrus dated A.p. 66, in which a man
apprentices his son to a weaver dwawovodvra xal
mowdvra wdvra T4 émracodpeva adrdp. But this
extension of meaning does not materially affect
Wellhausen’s argument—the particular nature of
the service denoted by the term being determined
by its context.

It may be added that of the eight occurrences
of Suaxovijoar in Luke’s writings (six in the gospel
and two in Acts) all may bear the specific meaning
of service in connection with a feast, whilst four,
if not five, can mean nothing else.

In Acts (vi. 3) Luke, following faithfully his
source, represents the Twelve as disdaining the
service at table which their master had exalted.
Probably their conception of 3wxovia as menial
prepared the way for the version of our Lord’s
words in Mark and Matthew on the occasion of a
memorable supper.

1 Notes on Select Passages of the New Testament, p. 44.
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To what source must Luke’s version of Christ’s
words be attributed ?

Bernhard Weiss ! suggests that Luke in xxii. 25-
27 has worked over Mark x. 41-45 ““in his own free
way under the influence of ‘Q.”” * The thought
of Luke xxii. 26 rests on perfectly historical circum-
stances, for the vedrepor, according to the pattern
of the Synagogue still existent in the oldest Christian
societies, were these everywhere who had to render
service of hand (cf. Acts v. 6, 1 Peter v. 5), and the
Tyoduevo. are to be found (as in Acts xiv. 12, 15, 22,

eb. xiii. 17, 24) in a position of leadership.”
‘ Above all, the reference to his own example by
Jesus (Luke xxii. 27) is clothed in parabolic form
whilst “ Mark depicts the perfectly general view
that Jesus did not come to be served, but to serve,
confirmed by an allusion to the last and final service
which he rendered by the giving up of life.” It may
be added that Luke’s narrative at this point embodies
also accurate historical pictures of ol Pagikeis v
éovav and of oi éfovaid{ovres,® and his treatment
of these leads up naturally to the saying ris ydp
peilwy, 6 avareipevos 7 6 Suaxovdv ; olxi o dvakeipevos ;
éyw 8¢ év péow Sudv elpt ws ¢ duaxovdv (xxil. 27),
which seems primitive, and is certainly preferred by
Luke, to the saying in Mark xai Soiwvac miv Yy
adrod Arpov avri moAMav (Mark x. 45).

Dr. Bartlet? thinks that Luke is following “ 3 ”
which contained a Passion story. Dr. Burkitt ¢ also
holds that in this section of the Third Gospel “ we
have a fragmnent of ‘Q.”” Sir John Hawkins’
on the contrary, is of opinion that Luke in his
Passion narrative does not desert the second gospel,

1 Dis Quellen dss Lucasevangeliums, S. 121-2.

? See clepyérns in inscriptions, Deissman, Light from the
Ancient East, pp. 248 fi.

3 Studiss in the Synoptic Problem, pp. 334 ff.

4 Gospel History and its Transmission, p. 135.

8 Studies in the Synoptic Pyoblem, pp. 76 ff.
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but employs it with unusual and remarkable freedom,
which he explains as owing to his previous know-
ledge and use of a Passion narrative as Paul’s
fellow-worker.

As between these two theories, the first has this
in its favour (1) that the “ ransom saying’ is
essentially Pauline in spirit and is yet absent from
a narrative, which, on the second theory, is inspired
by the Apostle or by * Christians of the Pauline
type,” (2) that * Q,” the most primitive of Christian
records, as Harnack and Mr. Streeter have sought
to prove, probably contained little that may be
called doctrinal in the ecclesiastical sense of the
term. Neither Harnack nor Mr. Streeter believes
that “ Q" originally contained an account of the
Passion, but the English scholar! admits “it is
Eossible that the version of ‘Q’ which reached

uke had been already expanded to include an
account of the Passion.”

A third theory of the origin of Luke’s version
of the disciples’ dispute has been more recently
expounded by Mr. Buckley.? He recognises three
main sources of the third gospel, Mark, “ Q,” and
«T,” to the last of which is credited Luke xxii. 15-46.

“T,” it is supposed, was a gospel which perished
after the third evangelist had made a free use of it.
Indeed, we are told that ‘““much of the Lucan
matter commonly ascribed to ‘Q’ was already
embodied in ‘ T.” ”

Differing as they do in important points, these
three theories agree that Luke abandoned Mark
at x. 45 or thereabouts under the influence of some
other authority, oral or written. Ir other words,
Luke the historian follows in chap. xxii. an authority,
which, for good reasons, he esteemed more highly
than the second gospel.

1 Studies in the Synoptic Pyoblem, p. 203.
* Introd. to the Symoptic Pyoblem, p. 206.
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If the short *“ Western ”’ text is adopted, the only
cup mentioned is given before the bread at the last
supper (cf. 1 Cor. x. 16, Didache ix.), and not after it,
as in Mark xiv. 22-24 (so Matt. xxvi. 26-28). “ Such
an inversion,” states Sir John Hawkins,! “ is more
likely to occur in oral than in documentary trans-
mission.”” Even so it would seem that Luke here,
as in his report of the Voice from Heaven, followed
a recension of ‘‘Q ”—itself originally an oral
collection of Logia.

Certainly there is nothing in his attitude towards
Mark to show that he would follow the second
evangelist if “Q,” or “ T,” or oral tradition con-
flicted with him. On the contrary, there are some
indications that point in the opposite direction.?

Again, Dr. Moffatt 3 has remarked what a study
of the passage reveals. ‘ The narrative of the
Lord’s supper (even in its shorter form) betrays the
writer’s afhnity with Paulinism, but the remarkable
thing is that there are so few specifically Pauline
ideas wrought into the texture of a gospel whose
author stood within the Pauline circle. e atmo-
sphere of the primitive church can be felt.” * Luke
could be a friend of Paul without sharing his specific
theology, and an analysis of the third gospel turns
the ‘ could be’ into ‘was.”” It is in the light of
this important fact that one must view the absence
of teaching respecting the atonement in the speeches
of Peter, Stephen, and Paul reported in the Acts of
the Apostles.

As Professor Lake observes ¢ * the death of the
Christ has in Acts but little theological importance.”
In the speeches of Peter and Stephen, the death of
Christ is regarded as a wicked act on the part of the

1 Studies in the Synoptic Problem, p. 84.

2 See ‘‘ Luke the Man of Letters,” pp. 5-6.
3 Theology of the Gospels, p. 23.

¢ Dictionary of Apostolic Church, i. 28.
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Jews rather than as a necessary part of a plan of
salvation. The most important passage is iii. 17 ff.,
‘“ The cause of the blotting out of sins is here, as in
the Old Testament prophets, repentance and change
of conduct ; nothing 1s said to suggest that this
would not have been effective without the sufferings
of a Messiah.”

The general accuracy and fidelity to facts of
Luke raises a presumption in favour of his having
given in the speeches such an account of their
doctrine as he was acquainted with from his sources.
Professor Torrey’s view that these sources were
Aramaic has alread¥ been stated.!

Professor Lake?® regards the speeches rather
differently. * There certainly is an absence of
‘ Pauline * doctrine in the speeches in the Acts, if
we accept the reconstructions which are based
on the view that in the Epistles we have a complete
exposition of St. Paul’s teaching. But if we realise
that the Epistles represent his treatment by letter
of points which he had failed to bring home to
his converts while he was with them, or of special
controversies due to the arrival of other teachers,
there is really nothing to be said against the picture
given in Acts.”

This attempt to approach a solution of the
problem of the relation between Paul’s reported
speeches and his written word has a certain validity.

ut it is questionable whether the Epistles can

properly be regarded as supplementary to his
addresses. It is surely significant that the only
speech of Paul which Luke certainly heard is
unmistakably Pauline in spirit and in language.?
This may, indeed, be held to confirm the suggestion
that the speeches of Paul elsewhere are an accurate

1 See ‘ Luke the Linguist,” pp. 66 ff.

8 Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, i. 18.

* See “ Luke the Reporter,” p. 186.
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expression of Apostolic doctrine. And in the main
this conclusion may be accepted. But there is a
difference between the report of an address at which
Luke almost openly acknowledges that he was
present, and the accounts of speeches, depending
upon sources and traditions, which required to be
translated, shaped, and formed. What the historian
heard for himself he faithfully set down, what he
learnt at second or third hand had been said by
Paul in a given situation he treated with more
freedom, partly, doubtless, owing to the nature of
the authorities available, partly, also, under the
influence of a subjective interest. The very existence
in Acts of the speech of Paul at Miletus to the elders
of Ephesus, and particularly the doctrine of words
like those in xx. 28, mjy éxwxdyolav 7106 Kvplov
(v.1. Ocod) v mepremovjoaro dia Tob alfuaros Tod dlov
—however we read or interpret them—proves that
Paul did not wholly neglect the doctrine of the
Atonement in his missionary addresses.

Otherwise stated, Luke, in his selection of material
from the apostolic preaching, must have passed over,
perhaps only half consciously, those elements in it
Whl:ih to him seemed least primitive, valuable, or
vital.

Mr. Rackham, indeed, argues that ‘‘ the doctrine
of the Atonement is implicit” in Acts.! * The
early church did not require a new theory. The
doctrine of atonement by vicarious suffe was
_ enunciated in the Old Testament, especially in the
great prophecy of Isaiah liii.”

The last statement is undeniable. But Dr.
Kenneth ? has shown in his article on ‘‘ The Conflict
between Priestly and Prophetic ideas in the Church
of Israel” that ‘“down: to the Exile there was a
school of prophets who insisted that sacrifice was

1 Commentary on Acts, p. Ixxiv.
8 The Interpreter, January 1918, p. 110.
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not part of the original religion of Israel, and that
it was hateful to Jehovah.” He concludes, ““ The
work of Christ, though it is possible to set it forth
in terms of sacrifice, since it accomplishes for us
what the Jews thought to be accomplished for them
by sacrifice, is not sacrificial, but prophetic.”

If in the early Christian Church it would be too
much to infer from the extant evidence that there
was any conflict between the Priestly and Prophetic
interpretations of the work of Christ, it is clear that
to some at least of his earliest disciples the function
of Jesus was that of prophet rather than priest.

Apparently this is how Luke regarded it. In
his mind, as a Gentile, the doctrine of the atoning
sacrifice of Christ did not assume that si
significance, which it did in the mind of Paul, the
converted Pharisee, or, in a lesser degree, of Mark,
formerly * of the circumcision,” or of that Christian
Rabbi, to whom we owe the gospel according to
St. Matthew.



CHAPTER V
LUKE THE HUMORIST

I. INTRODUCTION—LUKE’S HUMOUR

MoDERN students of the New Testament are familiar
with Luke the Physician. The medical language of
the third gospel and of Acts has been minutely
discussed by many writers. The legend that Luke
was a painter goes back to the sixth century, and
is certainly supported by artistic sketches in his
writings. As Harnack puts it,! “ the Pictorial style
is a frequent charactenistic of Luke.”” The claims
of Luke to be an historian despite trenchant
criticism have been justified by scientific investi-
gation. Luke the Humorist remains almost un-
known. Yet on a jori grounds we might
reasonably expect that he would not be destitute of
humour who was the most accomplished of evan-
gelists, and the first, though by no means the
eeblest, of the Christian historians. In truth, it
may be said that humour shines in the face of Luke,
whether we regard him as Physician, Painter, or
Historian. This is not to credit the Evangelist
with a quick wit and lively fancy. Humour is no
surface quality of the mind. It springs from a
deeg source, and pervades the whole gemg

The common opinion among modern psycho-

1 The Sayings of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 121.
144
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logists,”” says Mr. Reid,! “is that the perception of
the incongruous and the inconsistent is the cause
or source of humour. It is invariably associated
with alertness and breadth of mind, a keen sense of
proportion, and faculties of quick observation and
comparison. It involves a certain detachment from
or superiority to the disturbing experiences of life.
It appreciates the whimsicalities and contradictions
of life, recognises the existence of what is unexpected
and absurd, and extracts joy out of what might be
a cause of sadness.” ‘‘ Humour is kindly, and in
its genuine forms includes the quality of sympathy.”

n Luke, as in most men, sympathy was not a
mere duplicate emotion—a reflection of some feeling
experienced by another. It contained elements of
tenderness, eeressed in moving pictures of outcasts
and sinners. It contained also as a seed the flower,
the saving grace of humour, which only needed soil
and sun to bear in due season bright laughter as it
were a bloom.

Luke’s humour is not boisterous, nor out of place,
else had it been earlier remarked. The nature of
his task and of his materials necessarily restrained
his manner. His purpose in Acts has been set
forth by none more aptly than by Harnack.? “ It
was to show how the power of tie Spirit of Jesus
in the Apostles founded the Primitive Community,
called into being the mission to the Gentiles, con-
ducted the Gospel from Jerusalem and set the
receptive Gentiles’ world in the place of the Jewish
nation, which hardened its heart more and more
against the appeal of Christianity.” In his gospel,
* Luke’s pu?ose has been defined by himself.? He

wrote in order that a friend might know the certaint
concerning the things wherein he had been instructec{
in other words, concerning the course of Christ’s
1 Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, vi. 872-3.
2 The Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), p. 30. % Lukei. 4.
L
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career and the character of His' teaching. These
were serious, in some ways, sad themes. There was
much in the life story of Christ and His Apostles
to evoke the tenderness in Luke’s sympathy, but
comparatively little to bring out the humour which
lay near his heart. Again, the evangelist and
historian had his sources, some of which, at least,
were known to his first circle of readers. Apart
from the limits to his liberty set by a high sense
of his mission, these witnesses would constantly
check any tendency to indulge his humour. Yet
] joy and gladness abound in his works, and humour
i 1s by no means wanting. Even the Lucan word for
joy is characteristic.! ‘‘ Indeed in the New Testa-
ment it is in his writings alone that we find the word
ebgpootm as well as the more usual words yapd and
xaipew—eddpaivesbas is more frequent with him than
in all the other writings of the New Testament
taken together, and various expressions of joy run
through both his works.” 2 ¢ Zuwyaipew is in the
gospels exclusively Lucan.” 3
Eddpaiveofla. Luke connects almost exclusively
with t{x?;)a.rtaking of food. He evidently had a
feeling for the joy that springs from the common
festal meal, and regarded it also in a religious light.
Without any disrespect to the piety of the evan-
gelist, another consideration may be urged. The
{‘oy of the common meal s%rings largely from the
ightheartedness and good humour of the partici-
pants. Luke’s own contributions doubtless lighted
u? the faces of his friends, so that he came to think
of the meal as a joyous festival. It is not without
scientific basis to suggest that his medical cures, to
which one reference at least is made,* were aided by

3 The Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), p. 277.

8 Ibid. p. 278, note.

3 Harnack, Sayings of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 93.
4 Acts xxviii. 10.
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his bright, genial disposition. Paul, too, who took
him along to Rome, may have chosen him as com-
panion as much for his good humour as for his skill
in medicine. The Apostle himself resembled Luke
in his expression of joyfulness. Possibly this was
due in part to the contagious nature of good
humour, in part to a common Hellenic culture.
But Paul was a prey to suffering in an acute and
apparently repulsive form. The precise nature of
‘“ the thorn in the flesh ”’ can scarcely be determined,
whether malarial fever, or epilepsy, or c;g:thalmia.
Professor Ramsay pleads strongly for the first, Light-
foot and others for the second, and Weizsicker for
the third. The evidence is too slight for a decisive
diagnosis. In any case, the effect upon the spirits
must have been depressing, and the presence of a
cheerful comrade extremely helpful. Had Luke not
) comfpletelx subordinated his own personality to
that of his hero in the ““ we’ passages of Acts,
we might have learnt what beneficial influence he
ex over the mind of the Apostle. As it is, we
can only conjecture that his sunny disposition was
an important factor in the crises of their common
enterprise. Joy was characteristic of Luke, and, as
the psychologists assure us and experience proves,
joy is a diffusive emotion. It is concerned not only
with the object which awakens it, for it colours our
view of man and the universe. With Luke, joy
was rather a permanent than a passing state of
mind.! The gospel ins with “joy” (joy of
many over the birth of St. John the Baptist, i. 13:
‘“ Behold I bring you tidings of great joy; for to

ou is born this day the Saviour,” ii. 10) ; and with
joy it closes (the disciples are dmorodvres dmo Tijs
xapds, xxiv. 41, and they return to Jerusalem with
great joy, xxiv. 52). It is the same in Acts. There
is good reason for thinking that joy ran through

1 Acts of the Aposties (Eng. Tr.), p. 278.
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Luke’s life like a beam of sunlight and is reflected
in his word and work.

Such joy was not and never is alien and hostile
to sorrow. ‘“ We are led to suspect,” says Mr.
Shand,! ““ that some subtle interaction of joy and
sorrow may be the source of all tenderness.”” There
is, indeed, a wondrous blending of these apparent
opposites in all tender emotion. Sometimes one,
sometimes the other predominates, but both are
always present.

Luke, the ‘ Greatheart ”’ of the New Testament
writers, was in a.peculiar degree a man of tender
emotions. His version of the life and teaching of
Jesus is, more than the other synoptists, character-
ised by its deep emotional note. Not to mention
the moving p. es in the parables and in the story
of the Passion, what a wealth of feeling lies behind
the simple statement he alone makes that after
Peter’s third denial of him * the Lord turned and
looked upon Peter ” ! (xxii. 61). In Acts he reports
in a ““we” passage the words of Paul, *“ What do ye
weeping and breaking my heart ? ”’ (xxi. 13), records
the weepindg of the friends who mourned for Dorcas
(ix. 39), and, in a single chapter (xx.), tears, affliction,
and sorrowing are mentioned.

Luke’s humour is less prominent, but not less
real, than his joy or sorrow, and it is found in both
his books, touched now and again with a dash of
sarcasm.

II. PARABLE OF UNWILLING GUESTS

Conspicuous examples are the Parables of the
Unwilling Guests and the Friend at Midnight in
the Gosgel, and the narratives of the riot at Ephesus
and of Paul’s Speech at Athens in the Acts of the
Apostles. The first-named (xiv. 16-24) is identified

1 Stout, Groundwork of Psychology, p. 215.
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by Harnack and Jiilicher with the curiously different
parable in Matthew xxii. These differences do not
directly concern us, except in so far as the precise
excuses of the guests in Luke must be attributed
rather to the Evangelist than to our Lord. In these
is the humour of Luke made manifest. ‘‘ The first
said, ‘ I have bought a field, and I must needs go
out and see it : I pray thee have me excused.” And
another said, ‘I have bought five yoke of oxen,
and I go to prove them: I pray thee have me
excused.” And another said, ‘I have married a
wife, and therefore I cannot come.’” The first
pleads necessity, and asks pardon; the second asks
pardon, but pleads no necessity; the third alleges
sheer impossibility, and dispenses with the plea for
pardon. The first two declare, though with cour-
tesy, that they will not come; the last, rudely,
that he cannot. The meaning of the parable in
the mouth of Jesus is admirably explained by many
commentators. What is less plainly shown is the
humour in the excuses of the guests. The three
men were summoned at the same time. The trans-
lation “ with one consent ’ understands yvauys after
dnd wds. But, as Jiilicher argues,! dpyesfac dnd
re%uires &pas which is also supported by the Vulgate
and the Syr. sin. cur. Apparently the guests were
together when bidden to the feast, and, as excuse-
making, like yawning, is infectious, were all equally
disinchned to accept the invitation. ‘Comedy,”
says Bergson,? ¢ takes note of similarities. It aims
at placing types before our eyes.” This is done ** by
showingus several different copies of the same model.”
Mark the nature of the apologies offered. One had
bought a field, and must needs go and seeit. There is
a note of urgency, though, as Luke seems to suggest,
the field would be there next day, for no one would
1 Dis Gleichnisveden Jesu, S. 411.
* Laughter (Eng. Tr.), pp. 163, 165.
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run off with it. The second had bought oxen, and
is going to prove them. They were seen before
they were bought, and could be tried later. A
man can always be on business if he will, is what
we read between the lines. The third had made no
purchases. But a bright idea occurs to him. He
will be most decisive. He remembers he has
married a wife ; therefore, to accept the invitation
is quite out of the question. Probably the reply
contains a covert allusion to the law in Deuteronomy
(xxiv. 5) which says that ‘“ when a man taketh a
new wife, he shall not go out in the host, neither
shall he be charged with any business; he shall
be free at home one year, and shall cheer his wife
which he hath taken.” “ The law,” says Dr.
Driver,! “ is prompted by the spirit of consideration
for a man’s domestic relations, and unwillingness
to interfere with them wunnecessarily.” In the
Parable, however, it is not military service, but a
festal banquet to which the man is bidden. As Luke
hints, there is no danger to his person lying in wait
at the feast. The evangelist has a particular interest
in women, and never treats them with the levity or
contempt characteristic of the period. But he knows
that the husband’s absence for an hour or two will
not greatly disturb the young wife, and does not
admit this man to be such a model partner as he
professes to be.

All the excuses bear upon them the stamp of
invention, and do not deceive the giver of the
feast. They are like those current in certain social
circles at the present time, such as the conventional
form of evading callers, or untimely invitations.
Read aright, the humour of Luke gleams through
the Parable of Jesus, despite its serious and solemn
significance.

1 Commentary on Deuteronomy, p. 273.
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II1. PARABLE OF FRIEND AT MIDNIGHT

The Parable of the Friend at Midnight ! which
follows the Lord’s Prayer has no parallel in Matthew.
It is doubtless based on some 1llustration used by
Jesus, but in form entirely, and in substance
partially, is the creation of Luke. The picture is
drawn from village life. A guest has arrived
unexpectedly, no provision has been made for him,
and nothing remains but to borrow. The scene
must have been painted by an artist with a smile
on his face. Being knocked up in the night does
not improve the temper of the sleeper, who responds
to the greeting “ Friend ” with a surly “ Trouble
me not.” There is something to be said for the
man in bed. Hebrew hospitality was indeed
conspicuous, and no sacrifice was too great to
secure the comfort of a guest. But guests also
were expected to observe their obligations. They
must reach the resting-place before sunset. The
proverb ran, ‘“ He who arrives after sundown goes
supperless to bed.” The reason for this was that
the host should have time to J)repa.re such a repast
as did him credit. A friend at midnight mmght
by Hebrew custom reasonably demand shelter but
not food. Social custom sanctioned the apparent
surliness of the sleeper.

Again, bread is not something which, in the
strict sense of the word, can be borrowed, if it is
to be of service to the borrower. At best, its
e?uiva.lent only can be returned. The persistence
of the perplexed host achieves its purpose. The
slumberer concedes to the wishes of his caller out
of regard for his own peace. No one who has
passed through a similar experience can fail to see
how virtue, in certain cases, becomes a necessity.
The sacred context of the Parable should not blind

1 Luke xi. 5-8.



152 ST. LUKE

us to the humour of a situation wherein bread-
borrowing at midnight is the central incident.

IV. AccouNt oF Rior AT EPHESUS

In the account of the riot at Ephesus ! we meet
with another vein of humour. The scene is vividly
described — the anxiety of Demetrius, the clamour
of the craftsmen, the behaviour of the mob, and the
address of the town-clerk. With Professor Ramsay,
the text of the Codex Bezae is at various points
g_x:ferred to that of the so-called Neutral text.

us in verse 28 the tradesmen are said to have
rushed into the street, a touch which can hardly
have been invented. Both here and in verse 34 the
cry is not ‘‘ Great is Artemis of Ephesus,” but
“ Great Artemis.” The former is? “ the quiet
expression in which a worshipper recognises and
accepts a sign of the goddess’s power, drawing an
inference and expressing his res and gratitude.”
The latter was® ““ a common formula of devotion
and prayer, as is attested by several inscriptions ;
and it gives a more natural and a far more effective
tone to the scene.” The Artemis of Thermas in
Lesbos is invoked by the phrase * Great Artemis
of Therma,” which appears on a stone still standi
by the road between Therma and Mitylene.¢
the inscriptions show that the power of the goddess
was a prominent idea in the cult and give point
to the reiteration of the formula by the mob.®

It was a case of invoking the aid of a powerless
deity, such as is spoken of, in the same spirit, by
Isaiah and by the Psalmist. The prophet speaks ®

1 Acts xix. 23-41.

8 St. Paul, the Travelley and the Roman Citizen, p. 279.
® Ramsay, St. Paul, p. 279.

4 Bull. de Cory. Hell., 1880, p. 430.

8 Encyclopaedia Biblica, iv. col. 1099.

¢ Isaiah xliv. 17.
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of a man who, after consuming part of a tree in a
fire to roast flesh for food, ‘ maketh the residue
thereof into a god, even his graven image; he
falleth down unto it and worshippeth, and prayeth
unto it, and saith, Deliver me; for thou art my
god.” The Psalmist, in like manner, derides men,!
whose idols are silver and gold, the work of men’s
hands. * They have mouths, but they s not :
Eyes have they, but they see not : They have ears,
but they hear not : Noses have they, but they smell
not : They have hands, but they handle not : Feet
have they, but they walk not. They that make
them shall be like unto them ; Yea, every one that
trusteth in them.”

‘“ In the scene at Ephesus,” says Ramsay,? ““ we
cannot mistake the tone of sarcasm and contempt,
as Luke tells of this howling mob ; they themselves
thought they were performing their devotions, as
they repeated the sacred name; but to Luke they
were merely howling, not praying.” The situation
may be termed equivocal—‘‘one which permits of
two different meanings at the same time,” and con-
sists “in the collision or coincidence of two judge-
ments that contradict each other.”* The tumult
is depicted in Luke’s merriest manner.* *‘ Some
theretore cried one thing, and some another; for
the assembly was in contusion ; and the more part
knew not wherefore they were come together.”
The mingling of many cries from men who knew
not what was the matter appealed to the humour
of the evangelist. The sarcasm, as Ramsay urges,
is plainlgoperceptible. But present also, though
quite subordinate, is the element of sympathetic
pity. However he despised pagan practices, Luke
was a Gentile with a genuine love of the Greek

1 Psalm cxv. 5-8. * Ramsay, St. Pawl, p. 279.

’ » Laughter (Eng. Tr.), p. 97.
¢ Acts xix. 32.
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people, and did not look upon this superstitious
crowd without a sigh.

V. AccoUNT OF PAUL's STAY AT ATHENS

The same attitude is displayed in Luke’s narrative
of Paul’s stay at Athens.! A slight variation in the
text of Codex Bezae from that of the earliest MSS.
has rightly won the approval of Ramsay.? “ The
explanatory clause in verse 18 is wanting in the
Bezan Text and an old Latin version and is foreign
to Luke’s fashion of leaving the reader to form his
own ideas with regard to the scene. It is apparently
a gloss suggested by verse 32, which found its way
into the text of almost all MSS. The different
oﬁnions of the philosophers in verse 18 are purposely
placed side by side with a touch of gentle sarcasm
on their inability, with all their acuteness, to agree
in any opinion about Paul’s meaning.” A single
slang expression used by Luke, omepuoAdyos, is
taken, as Blass says, from the very lips of the
Athenians. Professor Ramsay translates it by the
word ‘‘ Bounder.” * In a papyrus it is applied “ to
the crumbs and scraps thrown out in the streets
to the dogs. It e'vidg;tly meant to these learned
Athenians that Paul was not an original philosopher,
but was a picker-up of certain scraps otP philosophy
which had been thrown away by authorised and
properly educated teachers.” 3

thenian love of novelty is admirably hit off by
Luke in his parenthetical remark, “ Now all the
Athenians and the strangers sojourning there spent
their time in nothing else, but either to tell or
to hear some new thing.” As Mr. Capes says
in University Life in Ancient Athens: * The
1 Acts xvii. 16-30.

8 St. Paul, the Traveller and the Roman Citizen, p. 242.
3 Cobern, New Archaeological Discoveries, p. 489.
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people commonly was nothing loath to hear ; they
streamed as to a popular preacher in our own day,
or to an actor starring in provincial towns: the
epicures accepted the invitation to the feast of
words, and hurried to the theatre to judge as critics
the choice of images, and refinement of the style,
and all the harmony of balanced periods.” In one
of his Lent discourses Massillon reproves such
hearers. ‘“ It is not to seek corn,” he says, “ that
you came into Egypt. Itis to seek out the nakedness
of the land.” Luke’s mood, however, as he tells of
the curiosity and criticism of those who gathered
round Paul, is not simply contemptuous. He, like
the Apostle, recognised that the Athenians were
Sewoidatpovéorepor, a term which is rendered by
the R.V. margin “ somewhat religious,” or better
still, as Ramsay turns it, ‘“more than others
respectful of what is divine "’ rather than by the
A.V. “ somewhat superstitious.”

The noun *“ dewcdapovia” used by Festus
addressing King Agrippa (Acts xxv. 19) means
simply * religion,” ‘‘without any pronouncement
as to whether it is right or wrong,”! as in an
inscription dated 39 B.c. relating to a temple
enclosure of the goddess Aphrodite. In Xenophon
and Aristotle dewotdainwv has the sense of ““ pious.”
The A.V. rendering of 3ewodacpuovéarepor is due
to the influence of the Vulgate. But Paul was not
the man to raise a prejudice against himself by
insulting his hearers at the very outset of his address.

VI. SPEECH OF TERTULLUS

Another e, quoted by Dr. Gardner? to
illustrate Luke’s dramatic instinct, not less happily
exhibits his humour. In the fulsome flattery of

1 Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary of the N.T. p. 139.
8 Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 387.
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Felix by Tertullus (Acts xxiv. 1-8) Luke “ with
gentle irony exaggerates the verbose fussiness of
the professed orator” and gives us “a graphic
sketch of a second-rate pleader in the courts.”
*“ Seeing that by thee we enjoy much peace, and
that by thy providence evils are corrected for
this nation, we accept it in all ways and in all
glaces, most excellent Felix, with all thankfulness.
ut that I be not further tedious unto thee, I
entreat thee to hear us of thy clemency a few words.”

The anacoluthon in the next line suggests that
“ Luke cruelly. reports the orator verbatim.”?
However this be, we may be sure that if the Roman
overnor heard such words without a sneer, at
east they were not written without a smile.

VIIL. PAuL’s REJOINDER TO THE CHIEF CAPTAIN

Even in his narrative of Paul’s scourging at
Jerusalem (Acts xxii. 24-29) Luke writes in a vein
of scarcely concealed humour.

The pompous chief captain, proud of his imperial
status, declares, ‘“ With a great sum obtained I this
citizenship,” to which the Apostle quietly replies,
“But I am a Roman born.” No wonder a silence
ensued. The captain had met more than his match.
It is “ appearance secking to triumph over reality.” 3

VIII. Paur’s PREACHING AT RoOME

And in the last report of Paul’s preaching (Acts
xxviii. 22) the Jews at Rome are represented as
sayi.niin effect, “‘ We know nothing officially against
you, but your friends are not to our liking "—a
touch of which the humour is heightened by the
remark that after Paul’s defence “ some bel¥eved

1 Moulton, Grammar of N.T. Greek, i. 224-5.
3 Bergson, Laughter (Eng. Tr.), p. 55.
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the t!;jngs which were spoken, and some disbelieved
(xxviii. 23).

IX. HuMOUR OF LUKE’S CONTRASTS

The more the words of Luke are pondered, the
clearer becomes the evidence for his possession of
a singularly bright spirit. He had a keen sense
of the ludicrous. The medley of great things and
little, of things mundane and things celestial, of
things low and things awful, is plainly shown in
the Juxtaf)osiﬁon of a parable of the Kingdom with
foolish pleas of guests invited to a feast, of the
Lord’s Prayer with the unwelcome Friend at Mid-
night, of the thrilling scene at Ephesus and the
part played by an ignorant mob, of the lofty address
of Paul at Athens and the contemptible newsmonger-
ing of the citizens. It is in such contrasts that
humour and satire have their place, pointing out
an intense, unspeakable incongruity.

X. Luke's IrRONY

Luke alone frames in a spirit of irony the narrative
of the surrender of Pilate to the clamour of the mob
who sought Christ’s life (xxiii. 25) : ““ And he released
him that for insurrection and murder had been cast
into prison, whom they had asked for, but Jesus he
delivered up to their will.” What more scathing
word-picture could be imagined of the partisanship
of a passionate mob, or of a parody of justice on
the part of a puerile governor ?

e sin, s&ymg of Jesus reported only by
Luke (xxii. 36), “ He that hath none, let him sell his
cloke and buy a sword,” misunderstood by his
disciples, is interpreted by Dr. Burkitt ? as *“ a piece
of ironical foreboding showing that there was in

1 Gospel History and its Transmission, p. 141.
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our Lord a vein of playfulness.” In its context it
is in marked contrast with what precedes. It is
to the third Evangelist we owe the most effective
presentation of Christ’s delicate irony and humour.

XI. HUMOUR IN ACTS BELONGS TO SECOND PART

It is worthy of note, also, that, without exception,
all the illustrations of humour found in Acts belong
to the second part of the book, that is, to that
portion of his work where Luke is writing with
greatest freedom, and is not, as in Acts i.—xv. 35,
translating and editing Aramaic sources.

XII. HUMOUR AND NATIONALITY

In one way, Luke’s humour helps us to know
his nationality. ‘ The comic,”” as Mr. Chapman
remarks,! “is something outside of the Jewish dis-
pensation. One would conclude from their records
that the Jews were people who never laughed except
ironically. To be sure, Michal laughed at David’s
dancing, and Sara laughed at the idea of having
a child, and various people laughed others to scorn.
But nobody seems to have laughed heartily and
innocently. One gets the impression of a race devoid
of humour. This is partly because it is not the
grovince of religious writings to record humour,

ut it is mainly because Jewish thought condemns
humour.” * Where the Bible triumphs utterly, as
in Dante and Calvin, there is no humour.” Such
a judgement is too sweeping. The Pilgrim’s Progress
is a religious writing reflecting in detail Bunyan’s
profound interest in Scripture, but it is far from
wanting in humour. Hence he can make this
appeal to the reader in his Apology :

1 Hibbert Jowrnal, viii. 870-871.
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This Book is writ in such a Dialect

As may the minds of listless men affect :

It seems a novelty, and yet contains

Nothing but sound and honest Gospel strains.
Would’st thou divert thyself from Melancholy ?
Would’st thou be pleasant, yet be far from folly ?

Would’st thou be in a Dream, and yet not sleep ?

Or would’st thou in a moment laugh and weep ?
O then come hither,

And lay my Book, thy Head and Heart together.

Of Biblical writers, Luke is the one who might
have written words like these.

Mr. Chapman apparently has taken a part for
the whole, and neglected the Gentile elements in
the New Testament.

‘““The humour of the Old Testament,” says
Robertson Smith,! *“is always grim and caustic, as
we see in the life of Samson; in the answer of the
Danites to Micah; in the parable of Jehoash; or in
the merciless ridicule with which the book of Isaiah
covers the idolaters.”

But even Semites were fond of playing upon
words and the simpler forms of verbal wit. e
real reason for the comparative lack of humour
amongst the Hebrews is that they were wanting in
that peculiar sympathy which distinguished the
author of the third gospel and of Acts. So far as
the spiritual man was concerned, they di:flayed
sympathetic insight, but with the natural man
sympathy was almost absent. It is therefore very
much the case that ‘“ wherever humour arises in a
Christian civilisation, it is a local race-element, an
unsubdued bit of something foreign to Judah.” #

"~ Luke was a native of Antioch in Syria, and a
Greek in sentiment and sympathies. And as * the
characterand spiritual historyof amanwho is endowed

1 Lectures and Essays, p. 446. % Chapman, ut supra.
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with a capadgy for humorous appreciation of the
world must difter throughout and in every particular
from that of the man whose moral nature has never
ripgled over with genial laughter,” 1 so Luke’s mind
and art are distinguished from those of the men with
whom in life and in letters he is most closely
associated. Haippily his varied career afforded him
opportunities of displaying his natural love of the
joyous, and in his two great works he exhibits him-

not only as a gifted, and within certain limits
as an accurate author, but also, alone in the New
Testament, as a Humorist.

1 Dowden, Shakspere: His Mind and Art, p. 337.




CHAPTER VI
LUKE THE LETTER-WRITER

I. INTRODUCTION

Two letters are found in the Acts of the Apostles,
one (xv. 23 f.) purporting to be sent by Paul and
the elders of Jerusalem to the Gentile Church at
Antioch ; the other (xxiii. 26 ff.) by Claudius Lysias,
a Roman captain, to Felix the Governor. The
first is a tl;lmblic epistle by a number of Christian
officials, the second a private letter from a sub-

ordinate officer to his superior. Even if the latter

be understood as in the nature of an * elogium "’ or
statement of a case to be submitted to a higher
tribunal, its reference remains strictly limited. In
their general form the two letters are almost, though
not quite, the same. The difference is creditable to
Luke the letter-writer. Both o in the same
way, ‘“ The Apostles and the elder brethren unto
the brethren, greeting.” * Claudius Lysias unto the
most excellent governor Felix, «greeting.”” The
Jewish letter ends with the words “Eppwofe, and,
by a few MSS. éppwoo is read at the close of the
Roman note. e evidence of the Papyri is
against the originality of éppwoo. We have re-
covered from the sands of t 1 “ official, legal,
and business formulae in large numbers, including,
for example, reports from one magistrate to another,
1 Kenyon, Dict. of the Bible, iv. 356 (a).
161 M
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similar to that sent by Claudius Lysias to Felix.”
‘ The doubtful word of salutation in verse 30, which
is condemned by the best MSS,, is decisively con-
demned by Egyptian usage, which admitted the
use of this phrase only in letters addressed to an
inferior.”

Of course illiterate scribes did not observe with
any exactness the use of such formulae, as we see
from the occurrence of éppwoo in a wife’s pathetic
letter to her husband appea.li.n? for help,! and in a
boy’s impertinent note to his father demanding to
be taken on a trip to Alexandria.?

The Apostles at Jerusalem, however, speaking
as it were ex cathedra, though they sent fraternal
greetings to the Gentile Christians of Antioch, could
not, as Luke’s experience may have taught him,
have been entirely oblivious of their own superior
status in the Church.

Not even in the short friendly communication
addressed to Philemon does Paul make use of these
two formulae, customarily employed by Iletter-
writers of the period. In the New Testament only
the letter of James has the opening phrase, and no
other letter concludes with the word in question.
+* Another formula with which in ancient letters a
wish, or the object of the note, was introduced, was
xalds mouvjoers with the aorist participle. The
same idiom has been recognised in the concluding
words of the Apostolic letter ¢ &v Swarnpoivres
éavrods € mpdfere 3 (XV. 29).

We may properly assume that Luke’s preference
for classical forms and his acquaintance with the
current etiquette of epistolary literature are dis-
played in his use of these formulae.

1 P. Brit. Mus. 168 B.C. 8 P. Oxy. A.D. 11-I11.
°8 Moulton, Grammar of N.T. Greek, i. 229; Robertson,
Grammar of N.T. Gresh, p. 1121; Wendland, Die urchristlichen
Literaturformen, S. 342.
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The contents of the letters in Acts are singularly
unlike, namely, a matter of church discipline, and
the affair of a man who had made himself objection-
able to the Jews of Jerusalem.

If it were possible to accept without reservation
Deissmann’s distinction between an epistle and a
letter, the collective note, as in some respects an
authoritative and formal document, might be
counted amongst epistles, and the personal report
of Lysias, which bears some resemblance to the
brief note sent by Paul to Philemon, might be
reckoned a letter. But the distinction in question
is a fluid one, and the two letters in Acts are not -
essentially different in character, both being of the
nature of official correspondence, and neither being
g‘roperly defined as ““ personal conversation,” “a

agment of human naiveté.” 2

II. ORIGINALS OF LETTERS IN ACTS

The originals of the letters have not survived,
and, so far as we know, no ooBi&s not embodied in
MSS. of the New Testament. Possibly the Christian
document was kept amongst the records of the
Church at Antioch, and if, as early tradition relates,?
Luke was a native of that city, he may have been
acquainted with it. “ It ma¥ said with apparent
reasonableness,”’ writes Professor Lake,® ‘‘ that it
is far more probable that St. Luke was in a position
to give the actual words of a document than a speech.
It is not impossible that St. Luke had merely heard
that there had been such a document and in the
usual manner of historians of his day, gave a re-
construction of it when modern writers would have
been content with a description; but it is also quite

1 Deissmann, Bibls Studies (Eng. Tr.), pp. 4, 6.
8 Eusebius, H.E. iil. 4.
3 Church Quarterly Review, January 1911, p. 353.
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possible that he may have seen a copy of it.”” The
other letter is less likely to have passed, directly
or indirectly, from the hands of Felix the Governor
into those of Luke the Physician. The hypothesis
that it was written in Latin and preserved in the
Roman archives is precarious. The letter does not
read like a translation, and there is no reason to
suppose the Evangelist had access to the imperial
records. His acquaintance with the contents of the
letter is probably due to Paul, or to Paul’s sister’s
son, who had informed Claudius Lysias of the plot
against the Apostle. The theory that we have in
Acts two original letters breaks completely down
before the evidence of style and vocabulary. A
detailed examination of Lucan words and phrases
in the letter of the Elders is given by Harnack.!
In the case of the second letter it is shown below.?
It is plain that in both we must recognise the hand
of Luke.

Yet, according to Professor Torrey,® one is a
translation from an Aramaic original, the other a
free composition by Luke.

In his analysis of Luke’s source, however, for
good reasons, no proofs of Semitisms are taken from
the Apostolic epistle. The suggested emendation
by Professor G. F. Moore of xv. 28, mAjw rovrww -
émdvayxes dméxeobar (the r@dv between rovrwv and
émdvayxes in the MSS. being due to dittography), may
be accepted without supposing that the last two
words go back to the Aramaic phrase which is given.
:Igﬂdv?iyxeiiﬁund here tiailorllxe in thelNew Test%ment.

he adver ongs to the lite anguage, but its
substantival use is unclassicalra.lryPreuschen‘ notes
that Clement of Alexandria appears to have used

1 Luke the Physician (Eng. Tr.), pp. 219-23.
8 Excursus, p. 173.

8 Composition and Date of Acts, p. 39.

¢ Die Apostelgeschichte, S. 97.
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the words éndvayxes dméyeoflar without r@v. More
important than the evidence of Lucan authorship is
the proof that both letters are essentially historical.
Of the letter by Lysias Luke only claims to give the
“form " or * tenor,” r¥mos (cp. 2 Macc. xi. 16, 3 Macc.
iii. 30). The action of Lysias, as we should expect,
is favourably represented in his note. The chief
captain even suggests that knowledge of Paul’'s
Roman citizenship I1‘)rompted his rescue of him from
the Jews, whereas Luke tells us that fact transpired
later. From the same motive, the order to scourge
the prisoner is not mentioned, nor the misconception
under which he had first arrested him. Apparently,
the information at Luke's disposal was almost
first-hand, and ultimately dependent upon Lysias
himself. The disposition and intention of the chief
captain were doubtless exhibited in his private
interview with the nephew of Paul.

III. AposToLIC LETTER AND LETTERS IN
1 MACCABEES COMPARED

The earlier letter, addressed to the Antiochian
Church, may be compared in respect of historicity
with certain of the letters contained in 1 Maccabees—
a work originally written in Hebrew, and highly
esteemed for its general trustworthiness. Of the
thirteen letters in the book, four are regarded by
Mr. Fairweather as attempts ‘“ on the part of the
writer or his authority to give a free version of the
lost originals.” ! In the opinion of Dr. Oesterley,?
one is a copy of an original; one represents the
purport of a letter known to the author; two give
contents but are not verbatim copies of originals;
one summarises what the original letter contained ;

1 Dictionary of the Bible, iii. 189,
2 Apocrypha and Pseudspigraphy of 0.T. i. 61 ff.
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and two are'based upon the originals. Kautzsch?
ascribes six letters to the main author of the book.
These are not translations of original documents,
but represent what the writer conjectures from the
state of affairs must have been contained in such
originals. Probably it would be safe to conclude
that the author of 1 Maccabees, translating a
Semitic source, interpolated the letters in question
at fitting points in his narrative, since he
some information r&spectini the original documents.
Similarly, Luke, ting in Acts xv. an
Aramaic source, wherein James was reported to have
given his judgement that he and his colleagues should
write unto the Gentiles o5 dméyeofar Tav dhoynudrwy
Tdv eddAwv k.1, has added an epistle of his own
composition based on trustworthy information, or
even upon personal knowledge of the original letter,
in order to fill up a seeming lacuna in his source, and
thus properly round off the narrative in Acts i.

IV. HisToRICITY OF LETTER DEPENDS ON TEXT

But the historicity of the letter ultimately depends
upon the text read. It is hardly too much to say
that the ordinary text presents a narrative which is
inexplicable asal;{e composition of a comrade of the
great Apostle. “ The Apostolic Decree, if it con-
tained a general declaration against eaiggg sacrifices
offered to idols, against partaking of blood or things
strangled, and against fornication, is inconsistent
with the account given by St. Paul in Gal. ii. 1-10,
and with the corresponding passages in the first
Epistle to the Corinthians. It is accordingly
unhistorical.”

Several scholars hold that if historical, ¢ it cannot

1 Dis Apokryphen wnd Pseudepigraphen des A.T. Bd. i

S. 28.
% Harnack, Acts of the Apostlss (Eng. Tr.), p. 249.
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have formed part of the agreement with Paul, and
just as little can it have originated earlier.”” ** There-
fore it is to be assigned to the next period.” 1

Dr. Sanday surmounts, or evades, the difficulty
presented by the “ Neutral ”’ text by the suggestion
that Paul makes no mention of the compromise
effected at Jerusalem because it was a failure from
the first. that case, it is difficult to see why
Luke, writing later than the Apostle, did not let the
* dead letter "’ drop into oblivion instead of attach-
ing to it so much importance as he obviously does.

John Weiss 2 solves the tﬁroblem in his own way
b st\:-gposing that the author of Acts (not to be
identified with Luke the companion of Paul), in
working over two accounts of two different matters,
has simply confused them. At the first meeting in
Jerusalem (xv. 1-4, 12) the food law was not in ques-
tion, at the second (xv. 5-11, 13-33) Paul was not
present. The Apostle was not concerned at all with
the Jerusalem letter because he knew nothing of it.

There is one way out of the difficulty which
neither requires the rejection of the Lucan author-
ship of Acts, nor casts serious doubts upon the
credibility of the narrative as it stands. The
integretation that the Decree covers moral precepts,
which the “ Western "’ text favours by the omission
of muxrév makes the document trustworthy. ’Amé-
xeolar 7dv ahoynudrwv Tadv eBdbdwy (elBwlolfrwy)
kai Tiis mopvelas kal Tod aiuaros is an * abstract
of an ethical catechism.”3 e discussion of Har-
nack is in the nature of a recantation. A scholar,
who commonly treats the “ Western ”’ text with
scant respect, pays tribute here to the accuracy of
its tradition. Professor Lake® on textual and

1 Weizsicker, Apostolic Age (Eng. Tr.), p. 214.

8 Das Urchristentum, S. 195, 236.

3 Harnack, Acés of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), p. 259.

¢ Church Quarterly Revisw, January 1911, pp. 353 ff.



168 ST. LUKE

historical grounds also argues strongly for the
omission of mucrdv. He does not, however, accept
the “ Western ”’ addition of the negative form of the
golden rule at the close of the letter. He thinks
that Tertullian alone, who omits both muerdv and
the rule, re;}resents the primitive reading. The three
clauses of Tertullian’s text being ambiguous, some
scribes explained them as moral injunctions by the
addition of the golden rule, others as a food law by
the addition of mwurdv. That ethical decrees are
“most consistent with the subsequent course of
events, are implied by Paul’s epistles, and more
likely to have been the decision of the Council ” is
maintained by irrefragable evidence. Professor
Lake also shows that “ there is no evidence that the
circles which can be shown to have originated a text
which omitted ‘ thi strangled *° had any objec-
tion to a food law.” He therefore accepts the
‘“ Western ”’ text of the Decree minus the golden rule
and the refl;arelnce to l;l:e Holy Spirit belfore the ﬁlx:a.l

ing, the latter being ‘‘ an interpolation earlier
gT:ﬁltlJ’llsertullian and llal;g nothing :godo with the
addition of the golden rule.” ‘‘In common with
the majority of modern critics,”” he rejects the “ rule *’
‘¢ partly because it introduces a very harsh paren-
thesis or change of thought, but chiefly because if the
golden rule had been in the text from the beginning,
the interpretation of the decrees as a food law would
have been impossible.” Substantially, this is the
position of Harnack. The interpolation of muxcrdy
transformed the Decree, and this “ could scarcely
have been carried out "’ ! if the words in question
had been original. Hence he regards these as
‘ probably, not certainly an ancient interpolation
to fix the character of the Decree as a summary of
moral precepts.” * Such reasoning is weighty, but

1 Harnack, Acts of tlu’ z}f::tlcs (Eng. Tr.), p. 260.
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not absolutely conclusive. It would be strange if
Tertullian were the sole authority for the correct
reading of so important a letter. A sentence may
have been dropped not deliberately to change the
meaning of the passage, but simply for the purpose
of elucidation. The negative form of the golden rule
may have seemed suspicious and out of harmony
with what preceded understood as a food law by the
scribe who interpolated mvucrdv. Besides, there are
other considerations.

A slightly different version of the negative rule
appears in The Two Ways. The Two Ways may
be, as Dobschiitz and others suppose, ‘ origin-
ally a Jewish catechism "’ adapted for Christian uses.
Mr. Abrahams! allows the inference is a probable
one, though there is no such prototype extant in
Jewish literature. What is certain is that, as a
separate work, The Two Ways circulated with a
text not quite settled amongst Jewish Christians.

In the B recension of Tobit iv. 25, the Rule is
thus expressed, xai 6 pioels pndevl moujoys. In an
almost identical form it is attributed to Cleobulus,
one of the seven sages of Greece. Dr. Bartlet?
suspects this form was ‘‘ a maxim already current
among those the Jews wished to convert,” and adds,
* this assumption would account for its interpolation
in the ‘ Western’ text of Acts xv. 20-29 in a
somewhat different form.” But its use by Hillel
and its currency among the Jews is well known,
whether it came in the first place from the Greeks or
not, and the interpolation in the ‘“ Western ” text
from pagan sources is not the only alternative.
There are many indications, as Professor Ramsay
has Proved, of an excellent Palestinian tradition in
the “ Western ” text.

“The wording in The Two Ways, doa édv

1 Qdgers, Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, p. 11.
8 Dictionary of the Bible, v. 444, note,
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Oejops instead of & ucoeis (Tobit iv. 16), seems due,”
says Professor Lake! ‘““to the influence of the
evangelical form of the saying. If the saying be
part of the true text of Acts, it would here not
unnaturally be attributed to the use of Acts. If it
be regarded as a gloss in Acts, the Didache may
have originated such a gloss.” There is another

ibility. If The Two Ways was originalliy a
iewish catechism, its negative form of the Golden
Rule may have given rise to the clause in the
Apostolic decree reported by Luke. James and the
Elders in Jerusalem, from what we know of them,
would naturally be influenced in their statement of
‘“ an ethical catechism " for Christian churches by
one current in Jewish circles, which was so accept-
able to Christians that later it was even adapted for
their use.

Possibly, as Mr. Abrahams thinks,? the negative
form of the Golden Rule * underlies Romans xiii. 10,
dyamjoeis Tov mAnoiov oov s geavrdv. 1) dydmy TP
wrAnciov xaxdy odk épydlerar.”

oubtless the {;,yct that Hillel had summed up
the whole law in a saying resembling that in The
Two Ways would have its effect upon the Jewish
leaders of the Jerusalem Churcﬁo A formula
approved by an eminent Rabbi must have seemed
to them an excellent conclusion for a letter addressed
to the Gentile church at Antioch |

That a connection exists between the Apostolic
Decree and The Two Ways, Harnack admits.
;)The com})inataiimdof tgfng three ele.tt;ents ec(:\.fl the

ecree is formal, depending upon the Decalogue
and The Two Ways.” The use of yivesfa: in the
‘ Western ”* text of the Decree and in The Two
Ways, but not in the familiar form in Matthew or

1 The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers, p. 26 ; also The
Text of the New Testament, p. 27.
* Studies in Pharisaism and the Gospsls, p. 21.
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Luke points to a relation between the two former.
The circumstances which led to the letter and the
character of its authors support the theory that
the “ Western "’ text is historically reliable in the
inclusion of these words as well as in the omission
of mvucrdv.

V. CLEMEN’S OBJECTION TO MORAL INTERPRETATION
OF DECREE

The strongest objection which Professor Clemen
adduces ! to the moral interpretation of the Decree
is ““ that it was superfluous to claim from Christians
abstention from idolatry and murder.” Yet in this
regard Pauline converts must be distinguished
from Palestinian Christians. Luke’s portrait of
the L{{slt;'ans may stand for the rest of the people of
Asia Minor. The ‘ weak and beggarly elements "
of which Paul spoke contemptuously in his letter
to the Galatians derived their strength, as the
A e knew, from their resemblance to ancient
Phrygian rites. The permanence of the ancient
;ﬁ]gan faith is one of its most striking characteristics.

e earliest Anatolian beliefs, animistic and crude,
were taken over and shaped by the conquering
Phrygians. Greece conquered Asia Minor, but only
to be led captive by the conquered. Cybele even
extended her sway until it reached Athens and
Rome—the great centres of culture and empire.
There was a real danger lest judaising Christians in
Asia Minor should relapse into paganism. In many
cities, Jews had surrendered much of their proud
isolation ; they had married pagans and evolved
a semi-pagan philosg)h{. In words quoted by
Professor Ea.msay, *“ the baths and wines of Phrygia
had divided the ten tribes from their brethren.”
The worship of angels at Colossae appeared to Paul

L Hibbert Jowrnal, viii. 795-6.
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as a survival of an ancient rite, dangerous in itself,
and still more for what it implied amongst Phrygians.

Murder might indeed seem impossible in a convert
to Christianity, but such is not the verdict of history.
The first Christian emperor was a murderer. in
any ethical code drawn up by Jewish Christians, the
command against murder would certainly be echoed.!
Lest this should assume too-low a view of the
character of Pauline converts, what follows in the
“ Western ”’ text corrects the impression. In other
words, the sentence which Harnack and Lake reject
meets a possible judgement upon their interpretation
of the letter. Thus understood, there is ‘“ no harsh
garenthesis or change of thought,” but a Rule which

orms a natural climax to the ‘ ethical code.”

It is some confirmation of the negative precept
in what has been described as “ perhaps the oldest
reading extant of those which are called Western "’ 2
that it must have been in the text of the Acts used
by Aristides who is said to have presented his
Apology to the Emperor Hadrian (117-138).

Assuming now, that the Elders wrote very much
what is familiar to us in The Two Ways, we can
see how Luke edited the fragment in characteristic
fashion, so that #dvra 8¢ doa éav Oetjoys (or Oédnre)
p) yevéalar ooe (or Suwv) xal od dA@ u1) moler became
kal Soa p7) Oélere éavrols yevéolar érépois (érépw) pn
moweite. wdvra is omitted, as in Luke vi. 31, cp.
Matt. vii. 12. The omission of pleonastic pronouns
like ov is Lucan (CE. omission of Jueis, Luke vi. 31).
The use of érepos is ,it is not found in Mark, and
only nine times in Matthew as against thirty-three
times in Luke’s gospel. Luke uses édv with sub-
junctive joined with relative or conjunctive less than

atthew or Mark. In Acts it occurs only ten times -
as against fifty-five in Matthew. “Qou édv OeMjops
1 Cp. 1 Peteriv. 15; 1 Johniii. 15; Rev. xxii. 15.
8 Harris, Lectures on the Western Text, p. 31.
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is changed into Soa—0félere. The transposition of
wj from the infinitive to the indicative increases
the force of the language. If the Golden Rule be
admitted into the text of the Apostolic Decree, the
“ Ethical catechism ” is complete. The Elders, as
they thought, left no loophole of escape for the
Christians of Antioch and Syria, by the addition after
enumerating certain special prohibitions, of a general
moral maxim.
" The “dXVestem " text also adds as we have glgltled,
€ Wwor ¢ v TH & ‘u'vevpaﬂ ese
seem to be #gnogego f the ed‘i’fylrlg remarks which the
early scribes loved and sometimes allowed into the
text.”

Dr. Rendel Harris in his study of Codex Bezae
attributed them to Montanist influences, but after-
wards ! regarded them as a gloss on verse 30, which
had been misplaced.

Stylistic considerations pronounce against the
insertion at this point, when the letter closes so
admirably with the words eﬁ npafere followed
immediately by the lg'reetmg "

The letters of Luke, eir ongma] form,
display his gifts as a correspondent and the histori-
city of his traditions; whilst they shed light upon
the subtle character of a Roman ca tain, and the
Jewish proclivities of the Jerusalem Elders.

EXCURSUS

Lucan words and phrases in the letter of Claudius
Lysias (Acts xxiii. 26 ff.) :—

Words and phrases cha.ractenstxc of Luke (see
Hawkins Horae Synophcae P 13ﬁ) aw)p (2), ovAap-
Bdvw, re, méumw, mpds (used of speaking to

Words and phrases once in Luke, never in Matthew or

1 Lectures on the Western Text, pp. 77, 78.
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Mark, and seven times in Acts (Hawkins, p. 144):

xardyow.

Words and phrases never occurring in Luke, but
frequently in Acts (Hawkins, p. 144) : émiorapar.

Words and phrases rarely occurring in Luke, but
frequently in Acts (Hawkins, p. 145): syeudv.

Words and phrases found only in the “ we *’ sections
and the rest of Acts (Hawkins, p. 151) : émifovAs).

Words characteristic of the second part of Acts
(Hawkins, p. 147) : éyxaléw, Eyxdnpa.

Words found in Luke and Acts, but peculiar to them
(Hawkins, p. 203) : xpdrioros.

Words and phrases which are found only two or three
times in Luke’s gospel, but which (2) occur at least six
times in Luke and Acts together, while not occurri
at all in Matthew or Mark, or else (b) occur in Luke and
Acts taken together at least four times as often as in
Matthew and Mark together:

dvaspéw, Matt. 1, Luke 2, Acts 19, Paul 1, rest of
New Testament, 1.

pnvew, occurs in Luke 1, Acts 1, elsewhere only John
I, Paul 1.

xatifyopos occurs only in Acts 5 and Apoc. I.
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CHAPTER VII
LUKE THE REPORTER

I. CoMMON FEATURES OF SPEECHES IN ACTS

THE speeches in the book of Acts constitute so large
a part of the whole as to call for the closest investi-
gation. But even a superficial glance reveals one
or two characteristics. They are couched in the
language and phraseology of Luke, and cannot
claim to be, in our sense of the expression, verbatim
reports. There. is no evidence that Luke was
acquainted with any system of shorthand, though
his contemporary Seneca, who greatly improved the
system practised by Tiro the freedman of Cicero,
attributes the invention and cultivation of this
species of writing to freed men and slaves—that is,
to a class to which Luke may have belonged. And
an Oxyrhynchus Papyrus ! (A.D. 155) relates how a
man apprenticed his slave to a shorthand writer
(aq%) for two years to be taught to read and
write shorthand.

But it is impossible that Luke should have been
present when all these discourses were spoken, nor
1s such a suggestion anywhere made by him. We
do not n to imagine Luke as Paul’'s “ fidus
Achates, note-book in hand, ready on the spot to
take down the very words he said,” * like another

3 Oxyr. Pap. ed. Grenfell-Hunt, iv. 204 £. (No. 724).
3 Bacon, Story of St. Paul, p. 200.
175
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Boswell hanging on the lips of his hero Johnson.
And even in the case of the great English biographer,
as he was ignorant of shorthand, the utmost his
notes convey “is the substance of what took place,
in an exceedingly condensed shape, lighted up at
intervals by the spsissima verba of the speaker.” 1

II. OLD TESTAMENT QUOTATIONS IN SPEECHES
FrRoOM LXX

It is highly significant that Old Testament
uotations in the speeches of Acts are all from the
reek version, and especially so that in his address

to the Jerusalem Council James' quotation presents
a curious combination of ‘‘looseness with close
adherence to the LXX, even where it is furthest
from the Hebrew.” *

It is this s which Dr. Bacon 2 adduces in his
criticism of Professor Torrey’s early date (A.D. 50)
for the Aramaic source of the first half of Acts.
““ However convinced we may be that chapters i.-xv.
come directly from the Aramaic, they have, never-
theless, as their ultimate background a Greek source.
The speech of James (xv. 13-21), the very climax
of the Aramaic document, is founded on an argument
(Amos ix. 11-12) found only in the LXX.”

Dr. Bacon’s inference is not self-evident. Luke
clearly adapted the words of the Biblical quotations
in his sources to the Greek text current amongst
those for whom he wrote, much as an English
or American scholar, translating a German work
containing quotations from the Bible in the original
tongues or in the Lutheran version, usually adapts
the scriptural passages to one of the two current
English versions. In the case in point Luke may

1 Autobiography, etc., of Mrs. Piossi, ed. A. Hayward, i. 137.
2 Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, p. 399.
2 American Journal of Theology, January 1918,
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have even added the quotation in order to complete
the reference to *“ the prophets *’ (xv. 15) in the same
way and for the same reason as he composed the
letter of the Jerusalem Council.! In the original
source probably no quotation was given, and o¢
Adyo. T@v mpodmrdv may allude generally to such
passages as Zech. xiv. 9, Isaiah xlii. 1, xlv. 22.

II1. SIMILARITY OF PETRINE AND PAULINE
SPEECHES

Another feature of the speeches is commonly
deemed to be fatal so far as their historicity is
concerned. A certain unmistakable similarity of
substance in the various discourses of Peter and
Paul has led critics to reject them altogether as
inconsistent with Paul’s own statements in his
letters.

But, on the one hand, the doctrine of the Petrine
speeches in Acts i. is not of Luke’s invention. It
belongs to a date and to a writer earlier than the
author of Acts, and the recognition of Luke’s work
as a translator increases the claim to credibility of the
speeches in question.

On the other hand, as Harnack points out, Paul
was more of a Jew, even upon the evidence of his
own epistles, than critics have been wont to admit.
The Apostle wrote other letters besides that to the
Galatians, and logic and consistency are not the
most marked features of his teachirsg respecting the
Law and the Gospel. “Paul had abolished the
Law sub specie finss et aeterns, but like Lot’s wife,
he still looked backwards, and suffered it to remain
as the customary code for Jews.” 2

The speeches, then, are not fictitious inventions.
In fact they contain many individual traits. The

1 See * Luke the Letter-Writer,” p. 166.
2 Date of the Acts and the Synoptic Gospels, p. 62.
' N
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doctrine of Peter is not identical with that of Paul,
and with a fine sense of distinction, the speech of
James is made to differ from that of Peter. ‘‘ Judg-
ing simply from the epistles,” says Harnack,! * we
may w lieve that the apostle would have spoken
to receptive Jews, in substance at least, just as he
speaks 1n the Acts at Antioch, and to Gentiles as he
speaks at Athens, and that he would have exhorted
his own converts just as he does at Miletus.”

IV. WENDLAND’S CRITICISM OF SPEECHES

Wendland *is otherwise impressed by the speeches.
He is of opinion that ‘‘ often they do not suit the
situation at all ” and are used by the author of Acts
‘““ as a means of expressing his own religious views.”

This theory is vitally affected by the evidence,
already examined, that in Acts i.—xv. 35 Luke, in
the main, is translating from Aramaic sources.
Doub}tllessbethe tranShﬁx?:ﬂ and redz;ction bof the
speeches betray occasionally signs of a subjective
interest on the part of Luke. But the religious
views of the unknown author (or authors) of his
sources cannot be simply identified with those of
the Gentile historian himself.

The case is different with the speeches in Acts ii.
Here, probably, as in Paul’s speech to the Jerusalem
crowd (xxi. 40-xxii. 22), the report is coloured by
Luke's own preconceptions, tﬁgugh, at bottom,
the utterance is based upon knowledge derived by
the reporter in his personal intercourse with the
Apostle. It is also not unnatural to suppose that
Luke, reporting the views of various representative
leaders of the early Church, like Samuel Johnson
writing the lives of his contemporaries, felt himself
* walking upon ashes under which the fire was not

1 Luke the Physician (Eng. Tr.), p. 138.
8 Die urchristlichen Literaturformen, S. 265.
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extinguished ’ and deemed it ‘ proper rather to
say nothing that was false than aﬂ that was true.”
Wendland’s further criticism that the apologetic
discourses of Peter and Paul frequently miss the
g::u;t of the objection they were intended to meet,
use of the lack of psychological insight in the

author of Acts, ects Luke only in respect of
the speeches in the second g::t of the book. Here
a distinction can surely be observed. The objection,

as is shown below, cannot justly be ur%ed against
the speech of Paul to the elders of Ephesus at
Miletus when Luke was present. As for other
speeches (e.g. Paul’s speech before Festus and

ippa, xxvi. I ff., or on the Areopagus, xvii. 22 ff.),
it can hardly be denied that Luke’s inventive faculty
must have been restrained by the traditions and
oral information he .

In the days before reporters were admitted to
the Houses of Parliament, Samuel Johnson wrote
the Parliamentary Debates for the Gentleman’s
Magazine. The names of the speakers were ficti-
tious, and, towards the end of his days, Johnson
felt some -compunction in regard to this early
exercise of his pen. But thou; whilst e\l‘lguaged in
it he confessed to taking care * that the Whig dogs
should not have the best of it "’ his imaginative
faculty did not run riot. It was kept within reason-
able imits by the scanty notes of speeches supplied
to him by various hearers. There must, indeed,
have been considerable fidelity to truth in his report
of a famous oration of Chatham, which elicited
praise in his presence on the occasion when he
startled the eulogists by quietly observing, “ That
speech I wrote in a garret in Exeter Street.”

Luke, without the acknowledged prejudice of the
English lexicographer, would, orce, frequently
do 1njustice to his orators, but Wendland’s argument
may be turned against him. Had the speeches in
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Acts been comBletel satisfactory answers to the
indictments of Paul by his opponents, they might,
with more reason, have been condemned as plainly
fictitious from the very character of their com-
position.

No doubt the missionary speeches of Paul are
framed so as to fall in with Luke’s plan in Acts as
a whole, and by their help he seeks to prove  that
Paul is not ty of the breach between the new
religion and Judaism.” !

V. AUTHOR OF AcTs A COMPANION OF PauL

But, as Harnack observes, ““ If stress is laid upon
the difficulties involved in the hypothesis that Luke
wrote as a personal acquaintance of Paul, and even
during the lifetime of the Apostle—but not under
his eyes—it is only necessary to point, in the first
place, to the memorabilia concerning great men of
antiquity, which were confessedly written by their
disciples or acquaintances. Does any one deny that
Xenophon was personally acquainted with Socrates
because his Memorabilia is such a defective work
and betrays so little of the spirit of the great
thinker ? Or does any one deny such acquaintance
to Plato because he has drawn the portrait with such
freedom in his dialogues? 3 The Acts of the
Apostles was not intended to be a biographical
study, nor was its author inspired by the spirit of
the first editor of the Dictionary of National Bio-
graphy, who * refused mercy to contributors who
offered him'vague conjecture or sentimental eulogy
instead of unembroidered fact.” 2

1 Harnack, Die Rede des Paulus. Texte und Untersuchungen,
xxxix. I.

8 Harnack, Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), pp. 292-3, n. I.

3 Dictionary of National Biography, art. ‘* Leslie Stephen.”
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VI. LURE’S CAREFUL USE OF TERMS IN
SPEECHES

Excellent examples of Luke's accuracy as a
reporter, using the term in the wider sense, may be
s:e(oen'in his use of the words oweldous, xipios, and
7 Oed.

In the New Testament ouveidnots occurs thirty-one
times; twenty-one in Paul, and not at all in the
gospels. Like vods the word is distinctly Pauline,
taken over by the Apostle from Greek, probably
from the vocabulary of the Stoic philosophy. It is
noteworthy that Luke, Greek as he was, uses the
word in two speeches of Paul (xxiii. 1, xxiv. 6),
a.ndhichwhere else.6 F ddressing King Agri

cts xxv. 26, Festus, a; i i ippa,
says that he has ““ no certain thing to write untoptl;y
lord,” (7o xupiw). It used to be assumed that ! “ the
Roman emperors were first named ‘lord ’ or ‘ our
lord ’ from Domitian onwards, s.e. not until after
Paul’s time.” But, “in the East, as the records
now show, the title was bestowed on the Emperors
much earlier.” “For Nero, ‘the lord’ in the time
of Festus, the number of examples of the use of
the word suddenly rushes up tremendously.”

‘H fed and +) Oeds in Acts xix. 27, 37 seem, at
first sight, to be a purposeless variation. In reality
the words fall quite appropriately from the lips of
the speakers. Dr. Moulton * quotes Thieme to the
effect that ‘“the classical 7 feds often appears in
Magnesian inscriptions to describe the great goddess
of the city, while other people’s goddesses were
Ocal, the usual xoun) term.” It is the excited and
illiterate silversmith who uses the xounj expression
(verse 27), and the staid ypauppareds who, in his

1 Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East (Eng. Tr.), p. 358.
2 Grammar of New Testament Greeh, i. 244.
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appeal for order (verse 37) makes use of the correct
technical term, which, of itself, indicates the com-
manding position of Artemis at Ephesus.

VII. PAuL’S SPEECH AT ATHENS

One speech in Acts, that of Paul at Athens
(xvii. 22-31), has been the object of peculiar sus-
picion. Every detail in the address has been
examined by Norden! in the light of the religious
movement of the age and of the literature of anti-
quity. In the main, his conclusions have been
accepted by John Weiss and other scholars in
Germany and by Menzies and Edie in England.
Briefly, the theory is that the speech is the work
of a later redactor, and is based upon traditions
relating to a speech in Athens by Apollonius of
Tyana. Harnack ® has subjected the theory to a
searching criticism. He holds Luke responsible for
the words and ideas put into the mouth of Paul,
the material in the address and the modes of expres-
sion employed being current not merely in the
second century but also in the first. The descri
tion of Athens (xvii. 16-22, 32-34) is shown to
thoroughl{e Lucan in language, the few hapax-
legomena being due to the peculiarities of a situation
without parallel in Luke’s writings. The Méfes
’Arrwcal which Norden believes the redactor owes to
a literary model—Harnack thinks Luke—the author
of the preface to the third gospel, may have borrowed
for himself. Professor Torrey ? expresses it rather
differently. He * cannot help feeling that the
widely experienced and accomplished author of Acts
may himself have been familiar with Aéfeis *Arrical ”’

1 Agnostos Theos.

8 Die Rede des Paulus in Athen. Texte und Untersuchungen,
xxxix. I.

8 Composition and Date of Acts, p. 53.
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—omeppoldyos, Aéyew 9 dxovew, kawdrepov. ‘ There
is a very obvious &ason why he should have
employed these locutions where we find them, and
an equally obvious reason why he would nof have
employed Atticisms in the rest of his history; it
would have been an absurd affectation, since they
did not belong to the literary language which he,
and Theophilus, and their circles, were accustomed
to use.”

Harnack argues for the originality of the speech
on the following grounds: (1) It 03:1ta.ins such an
account of prea to the heathen as Luke’s plan
in Acts demands. (2) It contains nothing that the
author of Acts could not have written, and in every
detail is of a piece with the rest of the book. After -
investigating the evidence on the crucial question
of the indebtedness of the address to the Apollonius
traditions he concludes : It cannot be proveg?l) that
Apollonius in his speech on sacrifices at Athens con-
nected it with the altars to the unknown gods;
(2) that he ever delivered a speech anywhere which
was inspired by an altar inscription; (3) that he
took any particular note of the Athenian altar to
unknown gods; (4) or that Damis, his biographer,
ever took such note, for the words in question may
be from Philostratus fthe author of the life of
Apollonius) and date from the beginning of the
third century.

Harnack then shows that the occasion and setting
of the speeches of Paul and Apollonius at Athens
were quite different, adding that even if a connec-
tion between the two were established, it is not
thereby proved that the awfor ad Theophilum could
not have been the plagiarist, since the visit of
Apollonius to Athens is fenerally allowed to have
taken place in the reign of Claudius, and the writing
of 7epi Bvowdv must have followed quickly upon it.

e change from dyvdiorois Oeois, the words of



184 ST. LUKE

an actual altar inscription at Athens, to 7 dyvdore
0¢p, Professor Torrey regards as ‘“an orator’s
device, the purpose being to catch and hold the
close attention of the audience.” There is also the
fact which Norden demonstrates that the si g
dyvwaoros Oeds, was also familiar at that time, though
not (so far as we know) as an inscription on any
altar.” Though the theory of Norden cannot be
regarded as established, he has certainly clearly
disglayed the affinities between the Pauline speech
and contemporary thought. But acquaintance with
the current religio-philosophical ideals and termino-
logy need not be denied to Luke the cultured Greek
%hysician, nor yet to Paul the Roman citizen of
arsus. The further objection that Paul’s sentiments
as reported by Luke are not in accord with the
thought of his letters (¢.g. Romansi. 18 ff.) is admitted
by John Weiss.! But in view of the many-sided
aracter of the Apostle, as revealed in the letters
themselves (cp. Romans i. 18 ff.; Gal. iv. 8 f)),
whilst attributing the composition of the address
at Athens to Luke, he does not deem its teaching
glcom atible with the character and doctrine of the
postle.

Another scholar ® who entertains no very exalted
opinion of the author of Acts confesses that *“ Paul’s
speech at Athens, if it be the composition of the
author of Acts, has at least an extraordinary corre-
spondence with the outline of his missionary preaching
gnven by Paul himself in 1 Thess. i. 10. At least, it

epends on real knowledge of his preaching.”

Undoubtedly errors, contradictions, and omis-
sions maﬁ be discovered in the speeches of Acts,
and for these probably the sources of the historian
are often responsible. ‘‘ These materials were
probably furnished in the main by oral tradition.

1 Das Urchristentum, S. 183.
2 Bacon, The Story of St. Paul, p. 311.
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Preaching so continuous as we know that of Peter
to have been, would leave definite reminiscences
of its general t and tenor.”! Some speeches
merely “ reflect Luke’s historic sense of what was
appropriate to the speaker and situation.” * What
has been said of the speeches in Thucydides is true
of those in Acts. ‘‘ The least historical have at any
rate an air of historical possibility about them, in
that in every case the speakers might be conceived
to have said something of the kind on the particular
occasion.” 2 The apologetic interest, however, tends
at times to dominate the historical, and we are
made aware that Luke, like all the evangelists,
wrote with a purpose.

VIII. PAauL’s SPEECH AT MILETUS

A single speech is unique in its verisimilitude.
Paul’s address at Miletus, to the Elders of Eghesus,
is really reported, so far as that was possible, by
his friend and fellow-traveller. The circumstances
of the speech were peculiar. Paul, after three
years’ labour, had left Ephesus as the result of a
riot stirred up by Demetrius, the silversmith, and
others interested in the worship of the goddess
Artemis. On the way to Jerusalem, he called at
Miletus, whither he summoned the leaders of the
Ephesian Church from whom he had parted some
fifteen months before. The incidents of the
Ephesian ministry were fresh in the minds of
speaker and audience. Hence the opening words,
*“ Ye yourselves know.” Paul’s fidelity and sincerity
were well known to his friends, and he did not
hesitate to appeal to their knowledge. Certain
dramatic elements in the narrative point to the

1 Moffatt, Introduction lo the Ls't:mtu'n of the New Testament,

P 306. Ibid.
3 Grundy, Thucydides and the History of his Age, p. 436.
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presence of an eye-witness. Here, if anywhere,
the words of the Apostle are preserved by his com-
panion. The speech stands between two “‘we”
passages, and apparently forms part of the Acts
narrative which 1s written in the first grson. “We
came to Miletus,” says Luke, and then after the
farewell of Paul to the Ephesian Elders, he con-
tinues, “ When it came to pass that we were parted
from them, and had set sail, we came with a
straight course to Cos.” If language has any
meaning, Luke plainly suggests that he was present
at the meeting, which he narrates in such detail.
The very elaboration of the incident is parallel with
the manner in which the historian speaks of the
voyage to Rome, wherein also he Played a part.
Furthermore, as Harnack observes,! * In spirit and
in phraseology, no passage in Acts is more closely
allied to the Pauline epistles than this speech.” ®
‘ Think only of his boasting, his passionate assertion
of his own personal disinterestedness, and the remark-
able expression (xx. 28) mjv éxxAqoilay Tof feod, v
mepiemonjoaro Sib Tob aiparos Tob Blov. This ex-

ression reminds us of Ephesians and Colossians ;
indeed, this whole discourse to the Ephesians calls
to mind the epistles to the Thessalonians.”

Some phrases are ‘‘ exclusively Pauline as wAyw
or, kal viv, idod, deopd xai OAipeis, vovlerelv (only
in Mark besides); others are characteristically
Pauline and non-Lucan as u7) felbeofle, ramewo-
$poatrn), SmooréMealar, vixra kai Huépav, 76 auupépov.
Ilepimroieiofas is both Pauline and Lucan ; it is used
by them in different senses. In the speech it is used
rightly in the Pauline and non-Lucan sense. Finally,
Paul’s words ‘ Ye yourselves know that these hands
ministered to my own needs’ receive confirmation
from 1 Cor. iv. 12 (‘ we labour, working with our own

1 Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), p. 219.
8 Luke the Physician (Eng. Tr.), pp. 138-9.
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hands’) for the latter epistle was written at Ephesus
to Corinth.” Dr. Gardner! therefore concludes ** the
concurrence of historical and philological criticism
strongly favours the view that this speech is quite
authentic.”

Such a verdict is more clearly justified by the
facts than the frigid observation of Wendland,?
“The occasion is just as unsuitable as the speech
itself, which is not a farewell speech at but
3.1 general and sober apology of Paul sm Sinne des

wors.”

We may surmise that the pathos of the situation
would strongly impress Luke, whose tenderness and
humanity are everywhere so conspicuous. The
“ apologsa pro vita sua’ which Paul delivered, the
words of Christ which he quoted, and the farewell
which he spoke would be easily reproduced by Luke
when the occasion arose. Professor Burkitt 1s scep-
tical about the full notes which the diarist took at
Miletus, but admits that the speech may have been
expanded from notes taken at the time. This is all
that would be possible, or requisite. Luke’s interest
and ability would do the rest. The result would be
a report in which ideas and ﬂ;])hras&s of the Apostle
would be preserved, whilst the formal element was
su%plied by the reporter. This is precisely what we
find. In xx. 24, Paul speaks to the presbyters
of Eghesus, and says that the office entrusted to
him by the Lord Jesus is “ to testify the gospel of
the grace of God "’ (Swapapripactac 70 edayyélov Tijs
xdpiros Toi Oeod).

The feeling at the back of this is really Pauline.
But it is not by chance that the word (edayyé\wov) is
used only in two speeches and not in Luke’s own
narrative. ‘‘ We see here another instance of Luke’s
accuracy and fidelity in the Acts, which so often

1 Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 418.
2 Literaturformen, S. 269.
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strikes us, and is not absent even from the
‘speeches.” He himself holds fast in this book
also to his renunciation of the word ‘gospel’; in
the speeches of Peter and Paul, however, he does
not change it, but keeps it—in Paul’s speech
characteristically defined and limited.” !

Professor Bacon thinks the speech more Lucan
than Pauline in tone and motive, and Harnack and
others attribute the moving passages to the author
of Acts. Possibly Luke may have unconsciously
heightened the pathos of the parting, but as we
see in his letters, Paul was capable of intense
emotion. A single passage will show what is meant.
*“ For out of much affliction and anguish of heart I
wrote unto you with many tears ; not that ye should
be made sorry, but that ye might know the love
whn):h I have more abundantly unto you” (2 Cor.
ii. 4).

IX. IMPORTANCE OF SPEECH

The importance of the speech as a whole can
scarcely be over-estimated. In it we see Paul the
Man relating the trials of his lot, and displaying
the tenderness of his feelings, we learn something
of Paul the Teacher, and we are presented with a
i)recious gem from the sayings of our Lord. The
ast demands of right first consideration. The
earliest of the so-called Agrapha, it has an import-
ance of its own. Professor Lake  compares it with
two others in the epistles of Clement, and one in the
letter of Polycarp, which have a similar opening.
‘ Remembering the words of Jesus which he spake "’
(Clem., ep. ad Cor. 18, 1). “ Remembering the
words of Jesus our Lord, for he said” (Clem., ep.

1 Harnack, Comstitution and Law of the Church (Eng. Tr.),
Pp. 288, 289.
2 Hibbert Journal, vol. iii. p. 333.
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ad Cor. 47, E). “ Remembering what the Lord
said ”’ (Polycarp 2).

Following an earlier suggestion of Dr. Rendel
Harris, he thinks that Ay« ““ Sayings ”’ represents
a definite collection known to these writers as also
to Papias. A recension of this formed, he supposes,
the Logia of Matthew, and one of the sources of
our first gospel. Since Professor Lake maintains
that the speeches are all Luke’s con‘llfositions, he
credits the third evangelist and not Paul with know-
ledge of these Sayings, and finds a reference to them
in the preface to his gospel. Harnack, however,
after an examination of the words of Clement and
Pol thinks ! * there is no sufficient basis of
probability for the hypothesis that these Adyo. 7ol
xvpiov ’Ingod are identical with ‘Q."” The Com-
mittee of the Oxford Society of Historical Theology #
* incline to believe that we have in Clem. a citation
from some written or unwritten form of ‘ Cate-
chesis’ as to our Lord’s teaching, current in the
Roman Church, perhaps a local form which may
%‘cl’] back to a time before our gospels existed.”

ere is a phrase in Clement el to the saying
of Jesus in Acts, but we are not compelled to think,
says the Committee,® that Clement has the passage
in the Acts in his mind. They then conclude (1)
St. Paul is uoti.nilan otherwise unrecorded saying
of our Lord’s, which may have been known to
Clement simply as a saying of our Lord current
among Christian men. (2) It is possible that the
phrase in Clement has no direct relation to any
particular saying of our Lord, but represents a
conception current among Christians.

The problem of the relation of this Saying to “ Q
must remain unsolved. Neither Harnack nor Lake

1 The Sayings of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 192.
8 The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers, p. 61.
3 Ibid. p. 50.



190 ST. LUKE

carries us much beyond the * perhaps *’ of the learned
Oxford Committee. But the ascription of the
words to Paul and not to Luke by Dr. Harris,
Harnack, and the Oxford Committee is strictly in
accordance with the evidence. A comparison of
the sayings of Jesus reported by Paul in his epistles
with what appear to be the orginals in the gospels
proves that the Apostle quoted not from written
sources but from oral tradition. Cp. 1 Cor. vii. 1o,
and Mark x. 11. “ But unto the married I give
charge, yea, not I, but the Lord, that the wife depart
not from her husband: but if she depart let her
remain unmarried, or else be reconciled to her
husband, and that the husband leave not his wife.”
“ And he saith unto them, Whosoever shall put
away his wife, and marry another, committeth
adultery against her; and if she herself shall put
away her husband and marry another, she com-
mitteth adultery.” Again, writing to the Corinthians
Paul says (1 Cor. ix. 14), * Even so did the Lord
ordain that they which proclaim the ﬁsgel should
live of the gospel,” which obviously alludes to the
words of Jesus addressed to those who were to
Elrroclaim the gospel, * The labourer is worthy of his
ire ’ (Luke x. 7).

The saying of Jesus of which Paul reminded the
Ephesian Elders may, then, have been cast originally
in a slightly different form. But in any case, we
cannot dispute the appropriateness of the words to
the character and person of Christ. ‘‘ It possesses,”
says Mr. Ropes,! * the same right to be accepted
as any saying in the Gospel of Luke.” This raises
the question why Luke should have omitted it from
his gospel. The saying must have been acceptable
to one whose views on riches and poverty have
caused him, in certain circles, to be suspected of
Ebionitism. We know that Luke used other sources

! Dictionary of the Bible, extra vol. p. 344, col. 2.
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besides Mark and “ Q.” Probably in these he did
not find the saying quoted by Paul, and therefore
did not introduce it into his gospel. But against
its inclusion in the Acts he saw no reason since there
his authority for it is given. This view shows Luke’s
different valuation of oral and written tradition,
and testifies to his scrupulosity as an evangelist.

X. PAULINISM OF SPEECH

The Pauline doctrine in the address to the
elders is contained in K es which purport to be
the substance of the Apostle’s preaching, past and
present. “ Repentance toward God and faith
toward our Lord Jesus Christ.” ** The Kingdom.”
“ The Holy Sfpirit hath made you bishops to feed
the Church of God which he hath purchased with
his own blood.” “ I commend you to God and to
the word of his grace which is able to build you
up.” These passages involve several textual
problems. The most important concerns the read-

“ Church of God.” e alternative reading is
“ Church of Christ.” Other variants can safely be
neglected. Church of God is a common expression
of Paul, whilst Church of Christ occurs nowhere
else in the New Testament. The MSS. authority
is almost balanced, but inclines towards the first
phrase.

% and B read “ Church of God.” Ezra Abbot!
remarks that they “ are caught in bad company ;
which affords a strong presumption that they are
in the wrong, and that the uncials and cursives
which usually agree with them are right.”

Codex Bezae reads “ Church of Christ.” The
expression “ blood of God ”’ is unknown in Apostolic
and Patristic literature. Hort suggests that viod
has dropped out after Blv. If this be adopted,

1 Critical Essays, pp. 311-12.
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706 feot may be read and the doctrinal difficulty
disappears. But, on the other hand, the unusual
xvpiov would be more easily altered into feot than
the reverse. Tischendorf’'s argument seems also
conclusive that with xuplov as original, it is easier
to understand the addition of feod, and thus account
for the mixed readings, than to understand the
addition of xvpiov, had feoi stood originally in the
text. The “ Western ”’ text, all things considered,
seems to be primitive. The peculiarly Pauline
view of the work of Christ here presented stands
out the more prominently in Acts by reason of the
reticence of Luke with regard to the Atonement in
both his writings.

It is hardly credible that at Miletus only did the
apostle discourse on the sacrifice of Christ, but the
speeches in 1 Acts which came to Luke in a written
Aramaic source were less authoritative for him than
the address to the elders of Ephesus to which he
himself had listened.

If the Epistle to the Ephesians were indeed a
letter sent by Paul to the Church at Ephesus, then
it might reasonably be expected to resemble in tone
and content the speech of Paul at Miletus to the
Elders of Ephesus. But the Epistle, as scholars
generally ee, was not sent to Ephesus. The
crucial words in the address are wanting in the two
oldest MSS., and Marcion sets the epistle down as
‘“one to the Laodiceans.” Again, in the letter,
writer and readers are not nally acquainted.
If this were addressed to ]-Ephes , since it could
not have been composed before Paul’s sojourn there,
the opposition between its tone and that of the
speech would be singular and striking. The Epistle
is commonlgeregarded as a circular letter addressed
to a number of Gentile Christian communities,
which had not enjoyed the Apostolic co-operation.

1 See * Luke the Theologian,” p. 135.
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Similarities, however, between the thought and

e of the Epistle and the Sgeech are not
altogether absent since they proceed from the same
source. The “ holy counsel of God ” is a dominant
thought of the Epistle (i. 11). The idea of inherit-
ance (Acts xx. 33) is present (i. I1), and the con-
ception of the Church as a building (Acts xx. 32).
In an important passage (Ephes. ii. 20-22) the
Church is spoken of as built upon the foundation
of the apostles and gophets. aul speaks of his
ministry as derived from Christ (Acts xx. 24), and
writes of it as * the dispensation of that grace of
God, which was given me to you-ward.” e word
mepiemroujoaTo and its idea in various forms are found
in both speech and letter.

XI. PICTURE OF PAUL IN SPEECH

The picture of Paul “the man” which the
speech depicts is a replica of that found in his
letters. We may compare his self-defence (Acts xx.
33-35) with various passages in 2 Corinthians.
(2 Cor. ii. 17) ““ For we are not as the many, corrupt-
ing the word of God : but as of sincerity, but as of
God, in the sight of God, speak we in Christ.” (iv.
2) ‘“not handling the world of God deceitfully ;
but by the manifestation of the truth commending
ourselves to every man’s conscience in the sight of
God.” So also 2 Cor. vii. 8, xii. 13. The Apostle’s
self-depreciation and surrender to the cause of
Christ have in like manner their parallels in the
letters to the Corinthians. But the point need not
be laboured since no unbiassed reader of the speech
at Miletus can fail to notice the correspondence
between the portrait herein portrayed and that
which is manifested in the Pauline epistles.
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XII. NATURE AND VALUE OF LUKE’'S REPORT

The address of Paul which we owe to Luke
provides us with an illustration of his powers as
a reporter. He takes in the main features of the
situation at a glance, and represents them briefl
and vividly. e Apostle’s words are. not so mucg
literally reproduced as his personality and senti-
ments distinctly shown. Luke’s report therefore
resembles the descriptive paragraphs, which usually
precede the verbatim account, in a modern news-
paper report of an important meeting. Such a
summary sketches the orator, especially on the
emotional side, outlines his teaching, and presents
the exact words of his most significant pronounce-
ment. Of this nature is Luke’s report of Paul’s
iglesech at Miletus to the Elders of Ephesus. With

is conclusion, Dr. Moffatt is in general agree-
ment. “ Of the later speeches that of Miletus is
probably nearest to a summary of the original
words of Paul.” 1

The Apostle’s quotation of our Lord’s saying as
authoritative for him and his converts, is highly
important, since it casts a clear light upon the
relation of Paul to Jesus; in other words, it goes
to the very centre of the most critical problem of
modern Christianity.

! Moffatt, Introduction to the Litevaiure of the New Testament,
P- 306.



CHAPTER VIII
LUKE THE DIARIST

I. INTRODUCTION

As the author of those passages in the book of Acts
where the narrative is written in the first person,
Luke has been tl;]n'operly considered a Diarist.

There is nothing singular in Luke having kept a
diary of his journeys with Paul. ‘‘ It was customary
with distinguished travellers, princes, and generals
of the ancient Hellenic world to have short diaries
kept by some comganion as a support for the
memory, wherein the stations of the route, and,
perhaps, here and there, notable experiences were
cursorily set down.”’! Foran ancient travel-narrative
told in the first person plural Deissmann # compares
the account by King Ptolemy Euergetes I. of his
\Ir)oyagg to Cilicia and Syria in the Flinders Petrie

apyri.

A German scholar ? ingeniously sought to prove
that the diary—a genuine Acta Pauli—was a source
used by the author of Acts, that it continued to
survive after certain excerpts had been incorporated
in Acts, and that from it various geographical and
personal statements found their way into the

1 Von Soden, Early Christian Litevature (Eng. Tr.), p. 243.
8 St. Pauwl (Eng. Tr.), p. 25, note 2.
8 A.Potts, Der abendldndische Text des Aposielgeschichte und
die Wir-Quelle.
195
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““ Western ”’ text of the book. But the hypothesis
is wrecked, as Jiilicher observed,! “ by the fact
that these peculiarities of the so-called ‘ Western ’
text extend over the whole of the book.” There
is also another consideration which Jiilicher himself
does not recognise.

Many scholars have conclusively shown that the
author of these ‘“we’’ passages is the author of the
whole book. The linguistic proof is overwhelming,
but it is not the only proof. The subject-matter
betrays the same interests and beliefs on the part
of the writer everywhere in Acts. The persons
spoken of in the *‘ diary "’ are in doctrine and practice

e same as those of the same name in the rest of
the work. In other words, there is no break in
matter or manner when we pass to or from a ‘‘ we”’
passage. Strauss’ remark upon the Fourth Gospel
i1s much more applicable to the book of Acts. It
is like the seamless cloak. You can cast lots for
it, but not divide it.

II. GERMAN ANALYSIS

There is no operation, however, whatever its
nature, which Germans have not attempted. Wend-
land treats the ‘“ we ”’ passages as one of the sources
used by the author of Acts, and considers the words
of Paul (xxvii. g-I1I) as an interpolation which is
continued in verses 21-26. For Wellhausen there
remains only the record of a stormy voyage which
perhaps had nothing to do with Paul. Wendland
names the similar story of Lucian (Vera Historia,

i. 6).

}.ucian's brief account of a storm at the beginning
of his avowedly fictitious narrative haslittle or nothing
in common with the detailed and vivid picture in
Acts. Paul’s words in Luke’s narrative can certainly

1 Imtyoduction to the New Testameni (Eng. Tr.), p. 454-
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be omitted without very seriously affecting the re-
cord of the storm at sea, but the same could be said
of any words spoken on such an occasion save the
actual commands (here unreported) of the xvBepriirs
or vavkAnpos to the sailors handling the vessel. ;et
Paul cannot be omitted from the narrative without
further unwarranted incision into the text of this
““we’ passage—e.g. xxvii. I, 3I, 33, 43—to say
nothing of the necessity for severing the connection
of this chapter with what follows. In truth, there
is no need to reject any of the passage as it
stands except on purely arbitrary subjective grounds
relative to Paul’s prescience and his confidence in
the Divine leading. John Weiss sees no reason for
regarding xxvii. Q-II as an interpolation. ‘‘ At
most, one could say only that verse 12 would be
better before verse 9.”’ 1

Weizsicker * thus sums up the matter. * The
stormy voyage and shipwreck form the central
point of the narrative; to this is appended the
residence at Malta. In the former Paul reveals
himself as prophet, in the latter as the possessor of
miraculous powers. We should make a vast mis-
take, however, if we were to infer from this that the
simple travel-record had here been revised by a
writer intent upon artiﬁcia.ll’ly:hgloﬁfying the Apostle
as a worker of miracles. e narrative is an in-
divisible whole ; it is impossible to disentangle the
mere history of travel from it, or to strip away the

miraculous additions.” * The whole narrative con-
tains nothing which miglht not have so happened in
the actual facts, and in the conception of those taking

part in them.”

What is true of xxvii. 1 f. is true of the Diary
as a whole.

One objection raised against the Lucan authorship

1 Das Urchristentum, S. 289, n. 3.
3 The Apostolic Age (Eng. Tr.), vol. ii. p. 126.
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of the Diary is sin(gula.r. ‘“ The Gentile Luke surely
did not write his diary in Jewish Greek.” !

In the light of recent investigations into the
sources and character of the Kounj the expression
‘ Jewish Greek ” becomes something akin to an
anachronism. There are ‘‘ Septuagintalisms” in
Acts, but these are not confined to the Diary and
are also present in the third gospel. Dr. Bacon ?
is perceptibly nearer the facts when he marks the
disdainful term °‘ barbarians” (Acts xxviii. I4)
employed by ‘ the Hellenistic Diarist.”” The
language and style of the Diary, like the rest of
2 Acts, and, in a smaller degree, of 1 Acts, is what
might be expected from a writer of Luke’s origin,
experience, and culture. It is tolerable Kounj Greek
with a distinct approximation here and there, as
in xxviii. 14, to the more literary form of that

The Diary forms but ““ a small tenth part of the
Acts,” but it is in many ways the most important.
It has emerged triumphantly from the severe tests
imposed by modern scholarship, and in particular,
the geographical and nautical details in account
of the voyage to Rome have been completely verified.

James Smith ? conjectured that Luke “at some
Eeriod of his life exercised his profession at sea.”

owever this be, we can agree that * no one unaccus-
tomed to a sea life could have described the events
connected with it with such accuracy as he has done.”
As a more recent writer expresses it: ‘‘ The most
valuable nautical document preserved to us from
antiquity is the description of the sea-journey and
shipwreck of the Apostle Paul. Every seaman
recognises at once that it must have been written
by an eye-witness.” 4

1 Bacon, The Story of St. Pawul, p. 158. * Ibid. p. 212.
8 The Voyage and Shipwreck of St. Paul, p. 8.
¢ Breusing, Die Nautik der Alten, S. xiii.
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It is interesting to note in corroboration of these
statements that! ““in the Onomasticon of Julius
Pollux of Naucratis in the Egyptian Delta, written
about a century and a half later, we have a collection
of Greek nautical terms, containing most of these
used in St. Luke’s description of the voyage.”

III. ONE IMPERFECTION OF DIARY ACCORDING
TO ‘““ NEUTRAL ”’ TEXT

In one respect alone is the “ diary *’ unsatisfac-
tory, as preserved in the oldest MSS. There is no
reference, however slight, to the conversion of Luke
to Christianity, or to his first meeting with Paul.
The self-effacement of Luke observable throughout
the book does not lead us to expect more than an
allusion, but even this is missing. Yet the narrative
in xvi. 7-9, the first ‘“we”’ passage according to
the ‘“ Neutral ”’ text, implies a previous acquaintance
between Luke and Paul. It is scarcely conceivable
that the Apostle took a man with him to preach
to the Macedonians, who was recently a convert, or
until that moment a convert unknown to him.
Codex Bezae, however, makes good the deficiency of
the other MSS.

As it stands in the generally accepted text, Acts
xi. 27-30 is full of difficulties. From it we learn
that those who had been persecuted at the time
of Stephen’s martyrdom had made their way to
Antioch, and there met with conspicuous success
in their missionary labours. = The result was that
Barnabas was despatched from Jerusalem to con-
firm and sustain their efforts. By him also *“ much

ple was added unto the Lord,” and at length

aul was brought thither to take his share in the
great work. So it came about that two Apostles
stayed there a whole year, and that ‘“ the disciples

1 Dictionary of the Bible, vol. iv. p. 365 b.
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were called Christians first in Antioch.” At this
point, if we follow the ‘ Neutral ” text, the story
takes an un ed turn. Prophets arrive from
Jerusalem, and amongst them Agabus, who pro-
Elalesied 2 great famine over all the world. i

ppened in the time of Claudius, when the disciples
sent relief to their brethren in Judea by the hand
of Barnabas and Saul. Codex Bezae, after the
mention of the Prophets’ arrival, represents the
course of events differently. ‘““ And there was great
joy. And when we were assembled, one of them by
name Agabus signified that there should be a
famine.”” Agabus reappears in xxi. 10, a ‘“we”
passage, where he is introduced as if for the first
time. These phenomena have led some to argue
that the author of Acts in xxi. ro copied from a source
different from that which preserved a record of
an earlier appearance. But, as Harnack shows,!
Aristarchus i1s introduced (xxvii. 2) as though for
the first time, though he had appeared twice, and in
the second case in a passage which is an integral
part of the “ we’ narrative. He would further
cut the knot by suggesting that the name Agabus
in the earlier pter is not original, but is due to
an ancient interpolation from xxi. 0. ‘‘ In xi. 28,”
he says, ‘ we are not led to expect the mention of the
name of an individual prophet. How easily it
would occur to any one to complete the former
passage by adding the name from the latter ” | Of
these two arguments, one is superfluous, for if the
first has any force we have no need of the second.
An interpolation which survives in every MS. is
rare, and on other grounds the excision of the name
is impossible. The use of the word “ dvduar: ”’ * by
name ”’ is also characteristic of Luke.? e section
requires a somewhat different handling. The occur-

1 Luks the Physician (Eng. Tr.), p. 38.
8 Hawkins, Horas Symopticae, p. 35.
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rence in Codex Bezae of a *“ we ’ passage at this
point is most suggestive, ovveorpapuévwy 8¢ Hudv
éfn els éf adrav. This meeting is in Antioch, and

e earliest tradition states that Luke was a native
o ets 52 p Avrioxela

ouvxds 8¢ 10 s v TGV dm’ ° elas.”
Eusebius ! expresses %H strangely, I;’ﬁ can
hardly mean, as Sir William Ramsay supposes, that
Luke “ belonged to a family that had a connection
with Antioch,” nor did Jerome and Euthalius so
understand him. The Prefatio Lucae (dated by
Harnack third century at latest) also speaks of Luke
as “ a Syrian of Antioch, a disciple of the Apostles,
and afterwards a follower of St. gaul.”

Harnack has also collected evidence from the
book of Acts which “is not only not opposed to the
tradition that its author was a native of Antioch,
but even admirably accommodates itself thereto.” *
The historian writes with a certain authoritativeness
when he is in Antioch, or is relating * what points
his attention to that city.” The enumeration of
the five prophets and teachers of the Antiochean
Church “ (and esgeciall the distinguishing addi-
tions to the names) could have been interesting only
to Antiocheans, or can be explained only from the
interest it hatg for an Antiochean writer.” ’f St. Paul

in, *“ the great missio; journey of St. Pa
ancf\gm Barnabg appears m]Antioghean under-
taking ; and in Antioch the burning question con-
cerning circumcision is brought to a crisis by the
Church in this city, which sends its representatives
to the council at Jerusalem.” 3

It is difficult to resist the impression that Acts xi.
28 (Codex Bezae) presupposes the tradition concern-
ing Luke’s birthplace. We may go further, and

1 Hist. Eccl. iii. 4.
% Luke the Physician (Eng. Tr.), pp. 22-3.
8 Ibid. p. 23.
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upon the evidence of the passage itself, declare it
an authentic piece of Luke’s writing, proving that
the author of the third gospel and the Acts was a
member of the Antiochean Church. The opening
statement that there was great joy is consistent
with what precedes. Barnabas * was glad "’ (éxdpn)
when “ he had seen the grace of God.” The a?i‘vent
of Paul and the Apostolic preaching was followed,
after a year’s ministry, by the arrival of prophets
from Jerusalem. This marked the culminating
point of rejoicing amongst the disciples. Their
assembling together to hear what message the
frophets d to deliver was natural and inevitable.
n verse 26, we are expressly told of such assemblies
for the purpose of instruction at the hands of the
Apostles. e pr:Ehetic message is, in Luke’s
manner, only partially reported.

The famine over all the inhabited world which
Agabus foresaw is not easily explained. Antioch,
at least, was not affected, for, according to verses 29 f.
the disciples there ““ sent relief to the brethren in
Judea.” According to Josephus,! a great famine
came upon Judea in the first years of the reign of
Claudius. Professor Torrey * believes the words
SAn 7 olkovpérn to be a natural mistranslation of the
Aramaic nye by in Luke’s source: the words
originally having denoted only the land of Judea.
Wendt thinks “ the author of Acts misunderstood
his source, which referred to that kind of famine
of which the prophet Amos spoke, not a famine of
bread . . . but of hearing the words of the Lord.” 2
These explanations are ingenious, but, on the one
hand, as Luke belonged to the Antiochean Church
there is no need to suppose that a source lies behind
his narrative at this point, and, on the other hand,

1 Ant. xx. V. 2.
Y Composition and Dats of Acts, p. 21.
% Hibbert Journal, xii. 154.
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we may presume that if such a source existed the
sort of famine spoken of by the prophet would surely
be shown. '

It is simplest to s;g:spose that Luke, who was
resent, gives the words of Agabus, and contents
imself by adding ris éyévero éni Khavdlov, a phrase

further elucidated by the mention of the despatch
of relief to Jerusalem, and intended to identify the
famine with that spoken of by Josephus.

Donations to the Jerusalem church “ by young
Christian communities drawn from pagans in Asia
and Europe " ! for long constituted ““ a manifesta-
tion of the consciousness that all Christians shared
an inner fellowship.” We may perhaps compare
the modern contributions made by every Christian
Science Church, from its formation, to the mother
church at Boston, U.S.A., the outstanding difference
being, of course, that the latter is not afilicted with
apostolic poverty.

Dr. Plummer'’s statement 2 that the “ Western
reading here may be true without being original is
recarious. Harnack expresses it more cautiously,?
‘ This reading is correct in that it marks that the
tradition here belongs not to Jerusalem but to
Antioch.”  The English scholar’s position has
powerful support in Westcott and Hort’s attitude
towards the so-called interpolations of the “ Western”’
text. Roughly stated this is that such a passage
as this preserves an original tradition taken from
some other source, written or oral. In the same
way Professor Ramsay credits an interpolator in
Acts wli]th ad remarkableT]l:nowledge o Oriex:ital
geo, and customs. e “ we " passage under
discgru:;ll)m{ like the astonishing information of
Ramsay’s glossator, seems too good to be true—as
1 Harnack, Expansion of Christiansty (Eng. Tr.), i. 227.

8 Commentary on Luke, p. xii.
3 Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), p. 167.
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interpolated tradition. It is either something more
or less. A critical examination of Acts xi. 28
suggests the former alternative. The addition of
these words by a later writer is more difficult to
account for than their omission.  There is no
previous occurrence of the first person to mislead a
copyist. On the other hand, the apparently slight
connection of the words with the context might
easily lead a scribe to omit them as not being
original.

As Zahn asks,! “ What can have induced a scribe
or schtiliast to alter tllxl:; current text in this way, aﬁd
smuggle in just at this point a ‘we’ passage 0
man %a.n sa%r." Preuschen ® admits that the “ we”
document lies behind the narrative at this point, and
John Weiss 2 is in agreement.

Pfleiderer,* who credits ‘“ D’ with the first of
the “ we " sections, thinks the date (fris éyévero éni
KXavdiov) was added by the author of Acts (whom
he distinguishes from Luke) from his knowledge of
Josephus. There is no need to sup the author
of Acts owed this or any other chronological reference
to Josephus.

Harnack 5 in his examination of the chronological
data in Acts, singles out two points as ““ worthy of
special notice and consideration ” in connection
with the earliest period of the mission in Palestine,
viz. the date of Paul’'s first and fundamentally
important visit to Antioch, and the reference to the
famine under Claudius, together with the reference
to Herod Agrippa. He adds, ““ The fact that this
notice is unique in the first half 6f the book suggests
that the account of the mission in Antioch, in regard

1 Das Evangelinm des Lucas, S. 10.

3 Die Apostelgeschichts, S. 100.

8 Das Uschristentum, S. 105.

¢ Primitive Christianity (Eng. Tr.), vol ii. p. 227.
8 Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), pp. 14, 15.
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to its source, either belongs to the accounts of the
second half or is not inferior to them in value.”

Combining the two complementary ‘‘ half truths
of Pfleiderer and Harnack, we should say that on
internal and external evidence the account of the
mission in Antioch belongs to the diary of Luke.

As commonly understood, the first “ we *’ passage
is xvi. 10-17, immediately after the vision at Troas.
Then there is a break. xx. 5-1I is the second
})assage, xxi. 1-18 the third, xxvii. 1-xxviii. 16 the

ourth and last. There is no reason, in the nature
of things, why there should not have been a reference
earlier than these to the author of the narratives.
Indeed, the presumption is quite the other way.
Against the acceptance of the “ Western "’ reading,
Ramsay is most decided.! * The Bezan ‘we’ in
xi. 28 will satisfy those who consider the Bezan
text to be Lucan, but to us it appears to condemn the
Bezan text as of non-Lucan origin. The warmth
of feeling which breathes through all parts of Acts
dealing with the strictly Greek world, is in striking
contrast with the cold and strictly historical tone of
the few brief references to Syrian Antioch.” ‘ Our
view is that the Reviser had an Antiochean connec-
tion, and betrays it in that insertion, which to him
recorded a historical fact, but to us seems legend
in an early stage of growth.”” The assumption that
we need to accept the Bezan text as Lucan, before
we attribute any single reading in it to Luke, is
not justifiable. Again, a Greek, though he were a
native of Antioch, might not unnaturally feel more
enthusiastic about the * strictly Greek world ”’ than
about the Syrian city. The place in which a man
is born is often very much less to him than the
home of his fathers. fessor Ramsay’s judgement,
on his own showing, depends upon a subjective
criterion, and lacks the support of tradition. More-
1 St Paul, the Tyavellsy and the Roman Citizen, p. 210.
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over, it is bound up with his identification of Luke
with “ the man from Macedonia’’ in the vision.
“In favour of this conljecture stands the circum-
stance,”’ sadys Harnack,! “ that the ‘we’ at this
point would receive a good explanation, and would
no longer startle us like a sudden pistol-shot.”
There is no shock, however, if the ‘‘ Western ”’
reading in xi. 28 is accepted. ‘ The delicacy of
St. Luke’s literary feeling "’ is also as evident in
the hint that he was converted at Antioch, as in the
‘“ hint that Paul learnt to know him at Troas.” *

IV. SIrR WiLLIAM RAMSAY ON LUKE’s CONVERSION

According to Ramsay’s theory, the conversion
of Luke to Christianity is not so much as alluded
to. “ Beyond the ap ce of Luke at Troas,”?
we cannot penetrate through the veil in which Luke
has enveloped himself. as he already a Christian,
or did he come under the influence of Christianity
through meeting Paul here ? No evidence remains ;
* something sealed the lips of that eva.ngelist, )
far as he himself is concerned.” His own inference
is that they met as strangers. But Luke’s silence
is not so complete as this, nor Paul’s conduct so
inexplicable. At Antioch, where 'a great Christian
movement had sprung up, fostered by Barnabas,
and then by Paul, Luke, a native Greek physician
of that city, had been caught up by the wave of
conversion. We may conjecture that he was one
of Paul’s own converts, which would account for the
deep personal interest of the one in the other, and
also that during the year when the disciples were
‘ gathered together in the Church,” he was prepar-
ing himself to become, in due course, evangelist and
historian of the new faith. Such is the light thrown

1 The Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), p. 99. 3 Ibid.
3 St. Paul, the Travelier and the Roman Citizen, p. 203.
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upon the first meeting of Paul and Luke by the
‘“ Western ”’ reading. The actual words of Luke
the first time he speaks in the first person are indeed
few in number. Even his account of Antioch as a
whole lacks! “that vivid distinctness which is
found in most of the descriptions in the second
half of the book.” Hence Harnack thinks?® ‘‘ the
narrative depends not upon the personal experience
and the eye-witness of the writer, but upon tradition.”
And “ for this reason, the ‘ we’ of codex D in xi.
28 is certainly not original.” Hence, however, a
fine distinction should not be neglected. Luke,
the recent convert, would not write with the same
confidence nor at such length as the bosom friend
of the Apostle Paul. He had only known Paul,
at most, for a year. By the time the next “we”
passage is written, the positions of both men are
very much changed. A considerable time has
elapsed, during which Paul’s missionary zeal has
raised him to the front rank of Christian Apostles,
and Luke’s steadfast adherence to the faith of his
adoption made him the Apostle’s closest friend.

When John Bright ““ went over to Manchester ”
(in 1836) to ask Cobden, his senior by seven years,
‘ if he would be kind enough to come to Rochdale
and to speak at an education meeting ” he little
knew that there then began ‘‘ the most important
and d};:haps the most intimate and unclouded
friendship in English political history.”? Indeed,
it was not until five years later that “ the sacred
com "’ was made which linked their lives together
until the death of the older man. Had Bright kept
a diary in 1836, or even a few years later, assuredly
his first meeting with Cobden would have been
honoured with but slight mention.

1 Harnack, Ths Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), p. o1.
2 Ibid. p. 91, note.
3 Trevelyan, Life of Jokn Bright, p. 3o0.
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Where Luke was, and what he was doing, in the
interval between the times spoken of in chapters xi.
and xvi. is no more apparent than his work or where-
abouts between the other periods when he writes in
the first person, and is in the company of Paul.
Yet it is certain that during none of these intervals
was the evangelist idle. A detailed narrative of
affairs at Antioch, his native city, and the place of
his conversion, at the very commencement of his
career, would have been impossible to his delicate,
retiring nature. As it is, if Luke was, as the
““ Western ”’ text implies, brought into the Church
at Antioch, his reference to t fact is at once
characteristic and fitting. The reading which
suggests it is attested by St. Augustine, and is
gmte in Luke’s manner. The word for joy,
ayaMiaas, occurs three times elsewhere in Luke
and Acts, and only twice in the rest of the New
Testament. Luke’s natural joyousness is displayed
in both his books, and is discussed elsewhere.!
Zvorpédew is found in an accepted “‘ we ' passage
(Acts xxviii. 3), and in the rest of the New Testament
only once. The participle and the verb compounded
with preposition are characteristic of Luke. Accept-
ing the “ Western "’ reading, we must finally reject
as ‘ entirely arbitrarJy "’ 3 Harnack’s suggested ex-
cision of the name ‘“Agabus.” This prophet, who
appears twice in Acts, and on both occasions in a
“we ”’ passage, must have been known to Luke.

We are indebted to Codex Bezae for preserving
an extract from Luke’s diary, which dissipates the
darkness that in the *“ Neutral ”” text surrounds the
conversion of Luke to Christianity, and his first
meeting with the Apostle Paul.

1 See ‘‘ Luke the Humorist.”
% Clemen, Hibbert Journal, viii. 787.



CHAPTER IX
LUKE AND HIS FRIENDS

I. INTRODUCTION—LUKRE’s MEDICAL TRAINING
AND ACQUAINTANCES

THE Greek physician who passed by steps we
cannot trace from a Pagan medical school into the
Christian Church, and entered the inmost circle of
the great Apostle, must have been a man with a
conspicuous capacity for friendship. Paul’s en-
dearing allusion to him in the letter to the Colossians
is only one proof of this. The self-repression
of the author of the Acts of the Apostles, his
tendency to hero-worship, his joyous disposition
and unfailing fidelity are evidences sufficient of
themselves. His writings reveal a man of geniality ./
with a modesty that must have endeared him to
his kind. Unhappily his virtues not less than his
plans have hindered him from saying much of his
relations with comrades and acquaintances. What
Luke has left us are simply references, incidental
and fragmentary, to the men and women he met
and knew. Yet even from these there is much to
be learnt.

We should be grateful for any light thrown upon
the pre-Christian life of Luke. Probably, like
many other converts, he came under the influence
of the synagogue before he embraced Christianity.
His works suggest this in more ways than one.

209 P
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Whether we can go further back and discover the
names of his fellow-students is more doubtful.
From the resemblance of the gospel prologue
to that of the Materia Medica of Dioscorides
Pedacius, it has been thought the two men might
have studied at the same time at the University of
Tarsus. Dioscorides apparently must be dated in
the first or second century, and was a native of
Anazarbus, miles from Tarsus, where a famous
school of medicine was held. It is therefore not
uite impossible that Luke and he were acquainted.

ut Galen’s dedication to Piso of his k on
Antidotes resembles Luke’s dedication of his gospel
to Theophilus, and in the preface of Hippocrates
on ancient medicine, which must have been written
three hundred years before Luke wielded a tg::x,
there is some likeness to the preface to the third
fospel. If Luke is not following a custom:
orm, he had probably read the works of the Gr
authors mentioned. But between such knowledge
and personal acquaintance is a gap which no
tradition bridges over.

II. His FrRIENDS IN THE CHURCH—MARK

The friends and companions of Luke the Christian
evangelist and historian were numerous, and in-
cluded some of the most striking figures in the
primitive Church. If he did not enjoy the friend-
ship of any of the twelve Apostles, he was on
familiar terms with their contemporaries and
followers. Many, possibly most, of these were
rather drawn in the first place to the great pioneer
preacher whom Luke honoured so dearly, but some
at least entered into most amicable relations with
the evangelist himself. Of the other evangelists,
Mark was well known to Luke. For a time, truly,
Luke’s friendship suffered something like a reverse.
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The men were of different nationalities, and, as a
comparison of their writi proves, were of a
different order of genius. If with Dr. Chase we
interpret dmppéry of Acts xiii. 5, as “ synagogue
minister ’ in accordance with the suggestion of a
Jewish epitaph found at Rome, then we see how
close Mark’s ties with Judaism were, whilst the
outstanding facts about Luke were his Greek origin
and his Pauline sympathies. But these things of
themselves would not have separated Luke and
Mark. It was the latter’s desertion of Paul at
.Pamphylia, when ‘“ he went not with them to the
work ”’ that Luke resented. His mention of this
act shows that he shared the anger of Paul which
led to the breach with Barnabas. If, as on other
ounds seems likely, Luke was converted to
hristianity at Antioch, where Paul and Barnabas
together had ministered with such success, there
were more reasons than one for Luke’s displeasure.

Besides Mark’s withdrawal from mission:
labours there was the severance of two frien
with both of whom Luke had been on good
terms since the earliest days of his entering the
Church.

There was beneath all else Luke’s sympathy with
the policy of Paul as opposed to that favoured b
the Jewish party in the Church to which Mar]
belonged. Later, when Paul and Mark had been
reconciled, Luke is found in the com of both
under circumstances that leave no 523 t of the
reality of their friendship. When Colossians and
Philemon were written Mark was at Rome with the
Apostle as ‘‘ fellow-worker,”” sharing his imprison-
ment and affording him “ comfort.” This change in
the relations of Paul and Mark must be due to the
acceptance by the cousin of Barnabas of Paulinism
in its broad outlines. The reunion may have been
effected by Luke. It is significant that Paul never
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mentioned Luke without mentioning Mark. Pre-
sumably in the Apostle’s mind these two were
associated in some special way. A casual reference
to the name of the maidservant in the home of
Mark’s mother indicates that Luke was familiar
with the family of the second evangelist. As an
intermediary, the former friend of Barnabas would
occupy a favourable position, whilst his natural
disposition would prompt him to “ilay the part of
peacemaker. Other reasons for Luke’s intervention
lie only just beneath the surface.

The arguments of Harnack, negative and posi-
tive, for the early dates of the third Igospel and of
Acts merit car consideration. e concludes,
‘It is possible that St. Luke brought his gospel to
Rome when he came thither to Paul in prison ; and
tradition asserts no veto against the hypothesis that
St. Luke, when he met St. Mark in the company of
Paul the prisoner, was permitted by him to peruse
a written record of the Gospel history which was
essentially identical with the gospel of St. Mark
given to the Church at a later time.” !

Before Mark reached Rome, Luke probably knew
what he had done in the way of compiling his
gospel. Having resolved himself to publish an
accurate account of all things from the first, he had
a personal interest in the reconciliation of Paul and
Mark, since, as the bosom friend of the former, he
could not otherwise so easily learn what had been
accomplished. Certainly, Luke made a full if
somewhat free use of Mark’s gospel, and if “ the
peculiar relation that exists between the second and
third gospels suggests that St. Luke was not yet
acquainted with St. Mark’s final revision”’ then
he was indebted to Mark as a private friend for an
inspection of a first draft of his gospel rather than

! Harnack, Date of the Acts and the Synoptic Gospels (Eng.
Tr.), pp- 132, 133.
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to him as the author of a gospel which enjoyed
something like a circulation in the Church.

III. PauL

Of Luke’s intimate friendship with Paul some-
thing has been said. Probably his admiration for
the Apostle,.so patent throughout Acts, is that not
only of a disciple but of a personal convert.!

{t is significant that the name Aouxds appears
in the New Testament only in Colossians, Philemon,
and 2 Timothy. The first two epistles are almost
indisputably Pauline, and the section of 2 Timothy
(iv. 9-21) which contains the reference to Luke
is admitted by many scholars who deny Paul’s
authorship of the Pastoral Epistles to be a genuine
Pauline fragment.

Aovkds is a contraction of Aovkavds and of
Aovxios. Professor Ramsay * quotes an inscription
of Pisidian Antioch where Aovkds and Aovxios are
used for the same person. The name Aovxas ‘‘ belongs
in fact to the class of pet names, as a glance at the
long list of such in Jannaris’ Historical Greek
Grammar will show.” 3 Is it too much to suppose
that Paul coined the “ pet name ” for his young
friend, and that the very name of the author of the
third gosgel and of Acts, with which we are familiar,
is an evidence of Apostolic regard for him ?

It is at least certain that Luke was a chosen
companion, one of two who accompanied Paul on
his perilous journey to Rome. The evangelist was
a missionary preacher with the Apostle, his fellow-
worker and medical adviser.

It may not be, as Hobart supposes, that the
recorded meetings of Paul and Luke were, in every

1 See ‘‘ Luke the Diarist,” p. 202.
% Expositor, December 1912, pp. 504 ff.
8 Souter, Dictionary of Christ and the Gospels, ii. 83.
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case, related to the exercise of his profession by
the younger man, but there are not wanting signs
that “ the beloved physician ’ was a cheery comrade
whose presence was inspiriting to the older man.!

In many ways the relations in which Paul stood
to Luke resemble those between Cicero and his
freedman Tiro. The great Roman orator owed much
besides the preservation of his letters to his faithful
friend. In the words of Quintus Cicero? Tiro, a
man “ much superior to the station in which he was
born,” was the companion in study of his gifted
master. Luke, who only less distinctly than Tiro
has preserved for us the portrait of a great man of
antiquity, was probably a dependent, and certainly,
to all outward appearance, a servant of the Apostle.
As we learn from Suetonius, Seneca, Cicero, and
Quintilian, slaves, especially Syrians, practised
medicine.

The Greek physician, who travelled with Paul
through the provinces and finally to Rome, was not
less invaluable to him than the Latin secretar]{ who
accompanied Cicero on his travels through the
Empire. And Paul might have written to Luke in
the same terms as Cicero did to Tiro:? ‘‘ The obliga-
tions which you have conferred on me are count-
less, in my home and in the Forum, at Rome and in
my province ; they extend alike to my public and my
private concerns—to my studies and to my writing.”

The precise extent to which Luke was a
‘“ Paulinist ” has been unnecessarily laboured by
various scholars.* The author of the speech of Paul
at Miletus to the elders of Ephesus was surely at
one, in the main, with the Apostle to the Gentiles.
An examination of Luke’s vocabulary discloses the
extent of his obligations. Mr. Naylor has made

1 See ‘‘ Luke the Humorist,” pp. 146-7.
2 Ad Fam. xvi. 16. 8 Ibid. xvi. 4. 2.
¢ See ‘‘ Luke the Theologian.”
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a further contribution to an elucidation of the
relations of Paul and Luke. After discussing the
current theories of medicine amongst the ancients,
and, in particular, the Greek view of demoniac
possession, he says: “ The scientific influence
of Greek medicine upon Luke’s mind was over-
borme by that of Paul, and by his experiences
in the ]};wish Christian atmosphere in which he
certainly lived from the time of meeting Paul at
Troas, if not from an earlier period of connection
with the Church at Antioch.”! Assuming the
truth of what has been urged elsewhere, we may lay
stress on the last few words, and connect them
closely with the first sentence. In any case, if
contact with Paul sufficed to counteract a previous
scientific training, it may be conceded that it would
affect a fortiors Luke’s theological and doctrinal
opinions, though we need not regard him as “a
Paulinist masquerading as a historian.”

Harnack 2 properly protests against the ‘ commnon
assumption that a companion of Paul must be
ictured simply according to the pattern of the
Kia.ster.” “ Tatian was a disciple of Justin, and
mentions Justin with the highest praise in the very
work which shows us how far in teaching he is
removed from his master.”

IV. BARNABAS

Synchronous with Luke’s acquaintance with
Paul was his meeting with Barnabas. The primary
rank of the Cypriote amongst the early missioners
of the faith is not concealed by Luke. The kins-
man of Mark was influential in the Church at
Antioch and elsewhere after his departure from
that city. His earlier sacrifices for the common

1 Hibbert Jowurnal, viii. 43.
2 Daie of the Acts and ths Synoptic Gospels (Eng. Tr.), p. 33.
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g{ood of the Christian community are specially noted.
ore than once he and Paul are represented as
sharing the same sentiments in their preaching.
They were the chosen delegates of the Antiochean
Church to the elders of Jerusalem upon the question
of the necessity of circumcision, and with others
they brought back to Antioch the decrees of the
Jerusalem Council. After the breach between
them Luke makes no further mention of Barnabas,
though from references by Paul it appears that
their friendship was, at least partially, resumed.
Indeed, after the reconciliation of Paul with Mark,
this would be both easy and natural. We may
roperly assume that Luke, following the lead of

aul, cultivated again the good-will of one whose
friendship he had formerly valued.

V. ARISTARCHUS

In the company of Paul and Luke there travelled
to Rome ‘ Aristarchus, a Macedonian of Thessa-
lonica.”! He and Gaius are mentioned by Luke in
connection with the disturbance at Ephesus, and
Harnack finds it difficult to understand the reason
for this, if these men were not Luke’s authorities
for the account of the tumult in the city famous as
‘ the temple-keeper of the great Goddess Artemis.” *
Obviously Aristarchus was a person of some
moment in the Pauline circle, for he is described
as the Apostle’s fellow-worker and as one who
shared his imprisonment. What a share in im-
Yrisonment implies cannot be exactly determined.

t may have been a temporary confinement, or

a voluntary captivity. But it must have been

possible only to an intimate friend of Paul. Luke’s

association with Aristarchus can scarcely have been

less cordial. Their long journey together to the
1 Acts xxvii. 2. 3 Acts xix. 35.

i
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capital, and Luke’s dependence upon the Thessa-
lonian for a portion of his narrative, argue a
considerable degree of intimacy. Unfortunately
Aristarchus remains a rather shadowy figure in the
Acts of the Apostles. Howbeit, a common accept-
ance of Paul’s leadership, and a common danger
encountered in his beha.l.g assuredly bound together
Luke and Aristarchus, men of one race, as more
than mere acquaintances.

VI. PHILIP THE EVANGELIST AND HIS DAUGHTERS

Like Aristarchus, Philip the Evangelist and his
daughters are reckoned by many on good grounds
to have been one of Luke’s authorities for traditions
which he preserved. Philip was either a Hellenist
or a liberal Hebrew, a missionary preacher, who,
as Luke informs us, carried the gospel into Samaria.
By his conversion to Christianity of the treasurer
to Candace, Queen of Ethiopia, as he journeyed
between Jerusalem and Gaza, he performed another
conspicuous piece of pioneer work. It may have
been from such successful propaganda that he
gained the title “ the evangelist.” Luke with Paul
and others stayed ‘“ many days "’ at the home of
Philip in Caesarea, and probably met him after-
wards in Asia. Papias of Hierapolis reported that
he had heard from the daughters of Philip wonder-
ful tales of former times. Harnack and Dr. Bartlet
ascribe much of the matter peculiar to Luke, which
betrays a Jerusalem standpoint, and an interest in
women and in Samaritans, to this source. Apparently
the traditions of the daughters of Philip which Luke
gives are in a large measure of the same legendary
character as those to which Papias afterwards
listened. Perhaps Luke’s interest in prophecy may
be partially due to the influence of the ecstatic
utterances of these women.
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VII. MANAEN

Of one man, who was probably Luke’s informant
in matters relating to the Herods,! mention is made
but once by the author of Acts. Manaen is included
amongst the “ prophets and teachers ” in the church
at Antioch (xiii. 1), and described as ‘Hp@dov Tod
Terpdpyov ovvtpodos. The last word, literally
“ foster-brother,” is rendered by Deissmann 3
“ intimate friend.” From Polybius, inscriptions,
and the papyri we learn that ovvrpodos 706 Bagihéws
was a Hellenistic court-title. It is clear, then, that
Manaen was, for some reason, in the confidence of
Herod Antipas, and we may assume that Luke’s
intimacy with one of his early teachers was not
diminished by the fact that from him, as a courtier,
he derived first-hand knowledge of the reigni
house when engaged in compiling materials for his
history.

VIII. THEOPHILUS

The most excellent Theophilus to whom Luke
dedicated both his books must have been a friend,
if not a patron, of our author, and, as the title shows,
a personage of considerable worldly importance. Dr.
Moffatt thinks ‘“ he may have been on the pro-
consular staff, or an official of some kind in the
imperial service.”’ 3

ightfoot, however, is sceptical about the existence
of any friend of Luke bearing the name Theophilus.4
* The adoption of the name Theophilus or Philotheus
as a representative godly Chnstian has parallels
in both ancient and modern times.” “ It is no

1 See p. 27. * Bible Studies (Eng. Tr.), p. 312.

8 Dictionary of Chyist and the Gospels, ii. 727.

¢ Smith's Dictionary of the Bible, 2nd ed. wol. i. pt. i. p. 26.
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objection that he is designated xpdrioros, a title
given to those in high position, for there is no reason
why the writer should not have wished to cominend
the faith of Christ to persons of this class.”

The parallels adduced by Lightfoot are, however,
doctrinal and ecclesiastical treatises. A historian,
writing a preface to his works, would be free, it
might be assumed, from the motives which lead con-
troversialists or theologians to employ pseudonyms.
Nor is there any evidence that Luke had any reason
for addressing himself, in a general way, to persons
of the class to whom the title xpdrioros was applied.
On the contrary, as Paul said (1 Cor i. 26), “ not
many wise after the flesh, not many might{, not
many noble were called.” Even later than Luke’s
day 1t was a common reproach that Christianity was
a religion of the common people, and the Apologists
rather gloried in it than denied it.

‘“ Luke’s dedication of a second book to Theo-
philus”’ should be understood, as Zahn says,! ‘“ as
proof that the first had met a kindly reception,
and it is probable that Theophilus, following the
recognised practice of the time, would arrange for
the circulation of both books.” *‘ The patronus lsbrs
often undertook to have copies of the book made
by libraris at his own expense, and thus its intro-
duction to wider circles was facilitated.” *

References to Jewish feasts throughout the whole
of Acts presume in Theophilus such a knowledge
as only one who had been in touch with Judaism
could possess.

The name Theophilus has been found on an
ostrakon as the name of a Jew who lived in the first
century. It seemsimprobable that a Greek bore the
name of Theophilus from birth, and Harnack supposes

2 Imtroduction to the New Testament (Eng. Tr.), iii. 43.
2 Moffatt, Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament,
P- 313.
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that either Luke gave it to him, or *“ he himself as a
Christian had taken the name Theophilus just as
a few decades later the Christian Ignatius took the
name Theophorus.” Here we are entirely in the
region of surmise and speculation. The one certain
fact is that Luke had a friend of some eminence to
whom he dedicated both the Gospel and Acts, who
is not mentioned in his narrative as playing any
part in the Christian missions, nor named else-
where in early Christian literature. Its significance
lies in the indication of the wide sphere within
which Luke found friends. When we pass from
friends to acquaintances, a large number of people
come into view.

IX. THE ELDERS OF JERUSALEM—LYDIA
OoF THYATIRA

The Elders of Jerusalem with James at their head
are perhaps amongst the most important. Whether
their acquaintance was most highly esteemed by
Luke is more doubtful. Lydia, the purple-seller
of T(Igatira, a Jewish proselyte, at whose house he
stayed at Philippi, was unquestionably more friendl
towards Luke and those with whom he was leagued‘r

X. MNAsSON OF CYPRUS

Mnason of Cyprus, again, with whom Paul and
Luke lodged “in a certain village ” (Codex Bezae)
between Caesarea and Jerusalem, was a man in
whom they had particular confidence. He was an
dpxaios pabyris ““ an original disciple ”’ (xxi. 16), that
is, one who belonged to the beginning of the gospel,
the meaning of the adjective being  illustrated by
Magn. 215 a contemporary inscription.”’! The
“ Neutral ”’ text represents Mnason as in Jerusalem,

1 Moulton and Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek Test. p. 8o.
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and thus makes the travellers go from Caesarea to
Jerusalem—a distance of sixty-eight miles—in one
day. TheA.and R.V.contribute the further absurdity
that they brought with them Mnason from the one city
in order that he might act as their host in the other.

The ‘“ Neutral ”’ text dyovres map’ & Eeviolapev
Mydoovl run Kvmple (xxi. 16) is therefore resolved
in two ways, neither of which is satisfactory. The
“Western ”’ text gives the sense required, wapa-
yevduevor €is Twa kaunv éyevduela mapa Mvdowwe.
Obviously Paul might rely upon the hospitality of
brethren in Jerusalem, and the “ Western "’ text adds
that ‘‘ the brethren received us gladly ” (xxi. 17).
The Caesarean disciples accompanied Paul that they
might bring him to a village, known to them but not
to the Apostle, where he and Luke could find enter-
tainment in the house of Mnason on their journey
to Jerusalem.

Harnack ! confesses that “ the ‘ Western ’ read-
ing here is at first sight very attractive,” but rejects
it as ““ a later correction of a prolepsis "’ by Luke, since
it is “ incredible that he should have taken such
interest in noting the person with whom Paul, with
his large following of Gentile Christians, found
hospitality for one night on the way between Caesarea
and Jerusalem.”

The name Mnason is Greek, and its owner would
be, if not a Gentile, then a Hellenist. As Harnack
himself suggests,® “ he may have been one of the
men of Cyprus and Cyrene, scattered by the

ution that came after the death of Stephen,
who founded the church at Antioch.” If so, Luke
would have a peculiar interest in his Jerusalem
host, and renew his friendship with him as with an
old teacher whose instruction in days gone by had
contributed to his conversion.

1 Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), pp. 115, 116, 204.

* Jbid. p. 89.
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Probably, if we knew more of the subordinate
persons mentioned only by name in the book of
Acts, we should gain a deeper insight into the
friendships of Luke. From the manner in which
these obscure people are spoken of in the narrative,
it is plain that Luke enjoyed a personal acquaint-
ance with them, and might have told us much more
about them if it had been consistent with his plan
in writing the Acts of the Apostles.

XI. Luke’'s PAGAN FRIENDS

Of those outside the Christian movement whom
Luke had met, only meagre notices are handed
down by him.

Julius, the centurion of the Augustan cohort in
charge of Paul and other prisoners on the journey
to Rome, is briefly but clearly sketched. Amid the
difficulties of the voyage, he naturally gave more
heed to the master and to the owner of the ship
than to Paul. Yet when shipwreck followed, he
stayed the soldiers from their purpose of slaﬁg
the prisoners from a desire to save Paul. i
consideration may have been due entirely to the
Eosiﬁon of the Apostle as an eminent prisoner who

ad a:ippealed to Caesar. Something may have
been due also to the impression which Paul had
made upon him. Anyhow Luke owed his life to
this respect for Paul. He himself could have
counted for little or nothing, for he and Aristarchus
could hardly have travelled with Paul except as his
servants.

Publius, the chief man of the Island of Malta,
upon which the unfortunate men were thrown, had
a more personal interest in Luke the Physician.
Publius had received him and his companions, and
entertained them for three days. Then, after his
father’s illness had been healed by Paul, all the
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others on the island suffering from diseases came
and received medical treatment. This work fell to
Luke, whose benevolence and charity would be
deeply moved by the exhibition of suffering. The
islanders showed their appreciation of his kindness
by loading him and his friends with honours, and
by t];;utting on board, as they set sail, such things
as they needed.

Jews, Greeks, Romans, and Barbarians were
amongst those whom Luke counted his friends and
acquaintances. Scarcely second to Paul in mag-
nanimity and warm-heartedness, Luke’s intercourse
with his friends as far as that can be made out
displays, in an exalted degree, the type of Christian
virtues cultivated in the first century.



CHAPTER X
THE INDIFFERENCE OF GALLIO

I. CHARACTER OF GALLIO

L. guuws GALLIO, brother of Seneca the philosopher,
and uncle of Lucan the poet, has, until com-
ga.rativel recently, hardly received justice at the

ands of Christian commentators. He has been
represented as an ancient embodiment of a modern
spirit, and his name has passed almost into a
synonym for culpable indifference. Yet, as we
learn from his brother, and from the poet Statius,
he was a man of integrity and uprightness, whose
wit and amiability won him universal regard.
There is nothing reported in the eighteenth chapter
of Acts of his meeting with Paul at Corinth which
does not harmonise with this description of his
character. Partly the contrary judgement is due
to a mistaken identification, partly to a deficient
textual reading.

II. PROBABILITIES OF SITUATION

The fact that a Sosthenes is mentioned as a
Christian brother in Paul’s greeting to the Corinthians
led many early writers to suppose that the ruler
of the synagogue, who suffered the indignity of a

ublic chastisement, was none other than the
ellow - worker with the Apostle. This misappre-

224



THE INDIFFERENCE OF GALLIO 225

hension was supported by a curious omission from
the texts of the greater MSS. of the New Testament,
viz., *AB. This reading, found in our R.V.,
leaves the nationality of the infuriated mob an open
uestion. ‘““ And they all laid hold on Sosthenes,
e ruler of the synagogue, and beat him.” *  Accept-
ing the identification mentioned, it was thought
that Gallio, after pronouncing a verdict against
the Jews, had permitted them a trifling compensa-
tion by allowing them to flog a high-placed Christian.
Some later copyists went further and inserted the
words “ the Jews,” in accordance with this inter-
pretation. ‘“ And Gallio cared for none of these
things ”’ was therefore construed as Luke’s condem-
nation of the proconsul. In reality, the reverse
is nearer the mark. It is highly improbable that
Crispus, the converted ruler of the synagogue, would
be succeeded by another convert to Christianity
in the person ofy Sosthenes. The contrary is more
natural. Deposed for his change of religious
opinion, Crispus would be followed by an unbending
Jew. And we are not driven to conclude that the
beating he received ‘“ must have led to a very
remarkable and uneitlf)ected change of heart.” 3
There is no difficulty in regard to the name. As
there were two Apostles called Judas, and two
eminent Christians named James, so there may well
have been two men in Corinth of the name of
Sosthenes, one a friend and the other a foe of the
gospel. Again, no Roman governor, and certainly
not Gallio, would suffer anything that savoured of
revenge to those whose case he had v1rtua.lly con-
demned. When we turn to the ‘ Western ” text,
the whole situation becomes clear. * Then all the
Greeks took Sosthenes, the ruler of the synagogue,
and beat him.” We now see what happened.
1 Acts xviii. 17.
% Bacon, The Story of St. Paul, p. 169.
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Gallio, according to the evidence of an inscription
discovered at Delphi in 1905, entered on his pro-
consulship in the summer of A.D. 51. Paul had then
been evangelising at Corinth for a year and a half.
His enemies immediately resolved to ‘ try their
luck” with the new proconsul. Deissmann?
parallels the later case reported in Acts xxiv. 27—
xxv. 2, “ where Luke tells us that after two years
and a half a new procurator came, and the Jews
then renewedF ings against Paul before him.”

The Jews of Corinth, led by the zealous Sosthenes,
indicted Paul before the new Prooonsul on a charge
. of breaking the law. Gallio’s speech reported in
Acts sums up his inquiries, in the course of which
ltll(: is convinced that the Jews have misrepresented

e case.

ITI. JupAisM A “ RELIGIO LiciTA”

“ It is a mistake to imagine that because Judaism
was a religio licsta, Gallio could be invoked in the
interests of Jewish orthodoxy (the recorded instances
of official protection when Jewish privileges were
attacked by munici%al authorities are of quite
different nature).” * By “con to the law " the
Jews intended Gallio to understand Roman law, but
failed of their purpose.

No civil offence had been committed, and no
code of public morality violated. It is not a matter
for the exercise of the Roman law, but a religious
dispute touching words and names, which to Gallio
signified nothing. Without more ado he drives the
accusers from the seat of judgement. The Greek
bystanders, perceiving the snub inflicted upon
Sosthenes, embraced the opportunity of displayi
their own dislike of men whom they deem

1 Paul (Eng. Tr.), p. 239.
3 Woodhouse, Encyclopaedia Biblica, ii. 1638.
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superstitious and misanthropic. With the instinct
of a mob they rushed upon the ruler of the
S{nagogue, and beat him in the very presence of
the proconsul.

ere is no need to suppose, with Wendt, that
subordinate Roman judicial officers were associated
with the Greeks in these tumultuary proceedings.
Such conduct was as alien to the temperament of
Latin officials as it was expressive of the disposition
of an Hellem'fc cclll'grwd. e diﬁerﬁnce between ttllle
two types o acter may perhaps not inaptly
be compared with that between staid %nghsh officers
of the law and an impulsive Irish assembly.

IV. GALLIO’S ATTITUDE

“ And Gallio cared for none of these things.” To
some extent the exhibition of mob law approved
itself to him as a rude kind of justice. e Jews
had trumped uf) a charge against Paul and deserved

unishment. It was a case of the biter bit. So

osthenes was left to take care of himself. If
Gallio closed his el);es to the petty strife of Greek
and Jew, at least he was not guilty of injustice to
any Christian. Obviously he had no interest in
Christianity or Judaism as such. The bickering of
Jewish sectaries, for so it seemed to him, was so
much verbal vexation. He, for his part, recked
little of any Messiah, past or future, but he was
resolved, as the representative of Rome, not to be
embroiled in religious disputes. In a cosmopolitan
city like Corinth, where cults of almost every kind
were practised, a policy of contemptuous toleration
doubtless agreed equally well with the proconsul’s
%riva.te opinions, and with the public interests of the

mpire.
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V. LUKE’S ATTITUDE TOWARDS ROME

The story of this incident is important not only
because of the eminent character of the chief actors,
but also because it illustrates Luke’s attitude
towards the Roman government, and exemplifies
the value of the “ Western *’ text. It is one of many
indications that Luke affords us of the friendly
disposition of the Imperial authorities towards
Christianity. It was the Jewish synagogues that
were, as Tertullian called them, the fomfes perse-
cutionum.

Probably to Paul the missionary the attitude of
Gallio meant much as indicative of the protection
which Rome might afford in the event of a perse-
cution such as afterwards arose, and the appeal to
Caesar (xxv. II) may have been partially inspired
by recollection of the action of the proconsul at
Corinth.

The “ Western ”’ text has preserved the reading
which puts the portrait of Gallio in the proper
light. It is more likely to be original than to be a
later gloss for more reasons than one.

Wendt! accepts the reading of xAB, and
regards the words o “EMnves of the ‘‘ Western
text, and of ’lovdaio. of the later codices, as alike
additions due to different interpretations of the
situation. None the less he allows that the assailants
of Sosthenes were Gentiles, and that of “EMyves is
at least a correct gloss.

VI. “ WESTERN ’ READING NOT A SCRIBAL GLOSS

The omission of oi “EMnwes is easier to under-

stand than its addition. ’iBIinded, maybe, by a

mistaken identification of Sosthenes with a friend
1 Die Apostelgeschichte, S. 399.
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of Paul, the scribe could not see the meaning of the
words mentioned. There is no previous reference to
the Greeks, but only to the riotous Jews. Hence
the omission, and the later addition of the words
““the Jews.” As a gloss, ‘“ the Greeks " is hardly
intelligible. Nothing in the chapter would suggest
it to a copyist engaged in weighing words and
occupied with surface distinctions, whilst much
would preclude the suggestion. We must conclude,
then, that the “ Western ”’ text here as elsewhere is
justified by internal evidence and intrinsic prob-
ability.



CHAPTER XI
THE SABBATH WORKER

“ ON the same day, seeing a certain man working
on the Sabbath, hg said unto him, ‘ Man, if indeed
thou knowest what thou doest, thou art blessed,
but if thou knowest not, thou art cursed and a
transgressor of the law’” (Codex Bezae, Luke vi.
after verse 4).

I. VARIOUS ESTIMATES OF STORY

The story of the man working on the Sabbath
is a fragment of early tradition concerning Jesus.
It has been variously estimated. On the one
hand, there is an almost general recognition of
the suitability and fitness of the incident narrated
to the person and character of our Lord ; on the
other, there is little acceptance of its Lucan author-
ship. Dr. Plummer observes :! * The words attri-
buted to Christ are so unlike the undignified, silly,
and even immoral inventions in. the Apocryphal
gospels, that we may believe that the traditional .
story is true.” Professor Burkitt is more cautious : %
“ We cannot trace back the literary history of these
tales with any assurance, but they do not read like
the inventions of an annotator.”” And Bousset is
more confident : # *“ There is little reason to doubt

1 Commentary on Luke, p. 68.
3 Gospel History and its Tyansmission, p. 8.
8 Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 139.
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that Jesus uttered this bold word.” Marti’s judge-
ment seems safe:! ‘‘It certainly gives us the
impression of being an ancient and a genuine
tradition.” The contrary opinion, where we find it,
apparently presupposes that sanction of Sabbath-
b ing was too radical for one who came “ not to
destroy the law or the prophets but to fulfil.”

Wellhausen, whose constant deference to the
readings of Codex Bezae on the ground of their
Aramaic colouring is a valuable tribute to the
authority of its text, is a conspicuous exception.
He regards the verse as an addition because of the
phrase “on the same day.”* The original nar-
rator, he argues, had no occasion to cling to the
unity of time, but could say as in vi. 6, “ on another
Sabbath.” He thinks too that the sanction of
Sabbath - working does not go beyond the pro-
position that ‘“man is Lord of the Sabbath,”
though whether Jesus drew this inference is another
question.

The latter statement rests upon the assumption
that ““ Son of Man "’ here is equivalent to *‘ man " as
in the corresponding section in Mark. This, how-
ever, is highly debatable, and will be mentioned
later. Inregard to time reference, & érépw oaBfdre
rathergainsinl_)ointifitisprecededg‘;:rﬁ adr)
npépg. A tradition that two events of somewhat
similar character occurred on the same day is not
self-contradictory.

Zahn ® takes exception to the story for reasons
similar to those of Wellhausen. ‘‘ The anecdote
betrays by 7& oefBdre, which is intolerable after
7§} avrj fuépe—since according to verse I this day is
a S:b;%ath—that the second statement of time
originally belonged to the anecdote ; the first state-

1 Emcyclopasdia Biblica, iv. col. 4174.
! Das Evangelium Lucae, p. 20.
3 Imtvoduction to the New Testament (Eng. Tr.), iii. 37.
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ment, however, was added to help in fitting it
into the present connection.”

But is it not plain that +¢ gaffdre is intended
not so much to date the incident as to emphasise
the startling fact that the man was a Sabbath
worker ? The omission of the words would decrease
the force of the saying that follows, for the sake of
which Luke preserved the story. A parallel to the
Bezan use of (;he words is fmslgd a little later, vi. 7,
where we read mapempodvro 3¢ oi ypauparteis xai ol

. €€ & 7@ oafPdre 0epap:ev}‘:: although
it is stated in verse 6 that the time is the Sabbath,
whether we read with the * Neutral " text éyévero
8¢ & érép oafBdre or with D xai eloed@dvros adrof
ndAw eis Ty ovvaywyiy oaffdre.

Scrivener ! objects rather to the form than to the
content of the story. “ As it stands it is one of the
most interesting uncanonical sayings imputed to our
Lord.” * If the antithesis were but less pointed,”
the story “ might be deemed not wholly unworthy of
the Divine Teacher.” But, as Wendt observed,? Jesus
‘““delights in Putting judgements and instructions
in the form of crisp pointed sentences, containing
specially an antithesis or corresponding relation.”
In this respect he ‘“ has manifestly followed the
traditional form of the proverbial wisdom of the
Jews, which, as proved by the treatise in the Mischna,
entitled Pirke Aboth, was also employed by the
scribes in the time of Jesus.”

II. THE INCIDENT DESCRIBED—RABBINICAL
SABBATARIANISM

It is not necessary to assume that Jesus saw the
man working in the corn-fields through which he
passed, but that view is not impossible. Jewish

1 Bezae Codex Cantab. p. 41.
3 The Teaching of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), i. 139, 140.
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regulations regarding Sabbath labour constituted an
important subject of debate amongst the rabbis, the
more liberal of whom were not far removed from
Jesus on this question. The rabbinical doctrine, in
fact, was too strict to be rigidly enforced, and
various forms of evasion, practised by the common
people, were allowed. ‘‘ For example, a farmer
wanted to move a sheaf in his field. That was
carrying labour : but if he laid on it a spoon in
common use, then as he might move the spoon, he
might move the sheaf in order to transport the
spoon.” 1

If Jesus did see such a subterfuge as this as he

sed through the corn-fields, his address to the

bbath worker was a veiled reproof, and the silence
of the Pharisees, who apparently accompanied him,
becomes intelligible.

Truly ““ Jesus revered the Sabbath as he revered
the other religious traditions of his people ; but he
had also a freedom of inspiration which put a new
life into his interpretation of the Sabbath law.” %

III. THEORIES OF ORIGIN OF THE STORY

The verse has been assigned to authors known and
unknown. Zahn attributed it to Papias; Grotius
deemed it an inter;)olation by some Marcionite.
Hort regarded it as ‘‘ possibly from the same source
as the section on the woman taken in adultery.”
Meyer was inclined, with Resch, to think it belonged
to the oldest collection of stories and sayings of
Jesus. Without venturing on any hypothesis of
origin, Burkitt says “ the story is certainly not a

enuine portion of the third gospel,” whilst Dr.
lummer goes further and denies that it is part of
the Canonical Gospels.

1 Carpenter, Lifs in Palestine, p. 125.
3 Encyclopaedia Biblica, vol. iv. col. 4173.
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IV. Its Apt INCLUSION IN LUKE VI.

If this passage is included in the sixth chapter
of Luke’s Gospel, there is then formed a group
of three independent narratives setting forth
Christ’s conception of Sabbath observance as
opposed to current scribal doctrine, each of which
supplements the other. The act of plucking corn
on the Sabbath was not itself forbidden by the law,
but the scribes had made the action 1illegal by
bringing it under the general category of work,
which was so forbidden. Jesus appeals to what is
higher than the law, namely, the necessities of our
human nature, and urges a precedent which his
accusers dare not deny : the case of David and his
followers eating shewbread in the house of God.
He then boldly examines the position of a man
distinctly said to be worldng on the Sabbath, and
finally declares the pains and penalties in the light
of a principle, displayed in his own action of
healing on the Sabbath: ‘It is lawful to do good
on the Sabbath dagl.” The Sabbath worker is
blessed, if he acts ot purpose and from necessity,
with a good conscience, as David did when he
took the shewbread, or as the disciples when they

lucked the ears of corn, or as their Master when

e healed on the Sabbath day. The farmer who gets
in his hay on a sunny Sabbath in a wet summer
may be seeking to serve the same purpose of saving
life as the good Physician in the synagosgue.

On the other hand, those who work in sheer lawless-
ness, or for mere selfish gain or pleasure, are under
the curse of the law.

The presence of the story in the third
throws light upon Luke’s characteristics as a writer,
and upon his industry in research. It confirms, in
many ways, the impression which his treatment of
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sources makes upon the mind of Harnack and
others. Luke did not hesitate to correct, para-
phrase, and add, nor even to interpolate passages,
mn his handling of the sources of his g , though,
as we bhave seen, he was largely influenced
autlllgoritiw of which no trace survives outside his
work.

Bernhard Weiss assigns Matt. xii. 5-8 to “ Q,”
and Mr. Allen to the ““ Matthean Logia.” €

It is permissible to conjecture that whilst the
third evangelist has omitted what Matthew gives
in xii. 5-7 because he recognised that “ it had nothing
to do with the plucking of the ears of corn by the
disciples,” ! he added the more closely related
incident of the Sabbath worker, which was a ‘‘ hard
saying "’ for Matthew, and thus completed the
narratives respecting Sabbath observance.

Another interesting example of Luke’s practice
may be seen in his treatment of the saying in Matt.
vii. 1 (cp. Luke vi. 37, 38), *“ Judge not that ye be not
judged.” Luke adds not merely the words, ‘“ Con-
demn not and ye shall not be condemned,” but the
whole of the tollowing verse. For Mark’s gospel,
his other source, he shows no greater respect. To
Mark’s brief account of John the Baptist are added
the questions of those who attended upon the
ministry of John—tax-gatherers, soldiers, and the
rest—and the answers they severally received, an
addition based on the authority of “ Q.”

V. LANGUAGE OF STORY Lucan

The language and phraseology of the ent
are those of the thn-s evaﬁst. Blass adduces
from the one verse no fewer nine Lucan words
and phrases. Harnack declares that ? * the use of

1 B. Weiss, Dis Quelien des Lucassvangeliums, S. 151 ff.
3 Sayings of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 11.
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articiples in place of infinitive or finite wverb
gelongs to Luke’s style.”” There are two in this
verse. The vocative d@fpwme in Christ’s address
to the Sabbath-breaker 1s amongst the ‘‘ charac-
teristic words of Luke’s gospel "’ mentioned by Sir
John Hawkins.! Such words are either (a) not
found at all in Matthew or Mark, or (b) are found
in Luke at least twice as often as in Matthew and
Mark together. The figures are—Luke 4, Romans
3, James 1. It is noteworthy that James and
It’l::.ul, l:vrho, in the opinion of Df;) Plumthlsmer, derived

e ase mapafds v m this fragment,
should alone use tql-l':z woxl'lgv characteristic of Luke
which this verse contains. Further, “ the remark-
able similarities between Luke’s gospel and the
Pauline Epistles’# exhibited by Hawkins are
reflected also here. The word épydfopas is found
in Luke, as in Mark, but once, against four times
in Matthew and seven in John ; but it occurs three
times in Acts and eighteen times in Paul. The
similarities between Luke and Paul must be allowed
their full weight, and even more, the common
authorship of Luke and Acts.

Again, the use of the phrase el 8¢ s is rather
rare. Dr. Moulton? finds four examples of it in
simple conditions with verb expressed, three of them
undoubtedly from Paul and the fourth from the
letter to Timothy. Lastly, the single word in this
verse not found in Luke, émwardparos, is twice
used by Paul4 The Apostle, y, is in both
instances quoting from the law. But his first
quotation is precisely that to which our Lord is
referring, namely, LXX Deuteronomy xxvii. 26,

1 Hovae Synopticas, p. 14.

2 JIbid. p. 154.

3 Grammar of New Testament Greek, i. 271.

¢ Galatians iii. 10, 13. For form of quotation by Paul see
Deissmann, Bibls Studies (Eng. Tr.), pp. 248-9.
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Emwardparos mis dvfpwmos 8s odx éuuéves & mio
Tois Adyois Tofl wépov TovTov morfjoas adrods.

VI. INCIDENT SHEDS LIGHT ON RELATIONS TO LAw
OF CHRIST AND PauL

This verse, then, affords a hint of the relations
between Jesus and Paul. Jesus alludes to the
Deuteronomic passage in order to emphasise the
truth that he who is under the law must pay the
penalties it imposes upon all transgressors. Paul
quotes the Mosaic pronouncement for the same
purpose, but adding the thought which had
emerged in his own experience, that it is impossible
to fulfil the requirements of the law. The difference
is that between the statements of a simple Galilean
and one who had been of the strictest sect of the
Pharisees. ain, ““ The saying of Jesus here
reported has,” sa\{'sh Bousset,! “its echo in the
Pauline phrase ‘ Whatsoever is not of faith (i.e.
of moral conviction) is sin.””” Dr. Sanday, in his
Commentary on Romans3? explains the Apostle’s
words in the same sense: ‘“ Faith is subjective, the
strong conviction of what is right, and of the
principles-of salvation.” ‘ Weakly to comply with
other persons’ customs without being convinced of
their indifference is itself sin.”” ‘‘ Faith is used
somewhat in the way we should speak of ‘a good
conscience,’ everything which is not done with a
clear conscience is sin.”” It is the ancient exegesis
of Aquinas: Omme quod non est ex fide peccatum
est, 1d est, omne quod est comira comscientiam.
Dr. Drummond,® writing on the Pauline passage,
might even be understood as explaining the words
of Jesus. ‘‘ This means that whatever a man does
against his comviction of what is right is sin,

1 Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 139. 2 P. 394.
3 Handbooks to the New Testament, ii. 347.
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although the act, considered in the abstract, may
be ectly innocent.” The man working on the
Sabbath without any inward sanction can the
prohibition of the law was, in the opinion of Paul
as well as Jesus, cursed as a transgressor of the law.

VII. STORY NOT DEPENDENT ON PAUL, AND CON-
SISTENT WITH CHRIST’S TEACHING

“It is more probable,” as has been observed,!
¢ that the ideas in the Roman passages rest u n
an utterance of Jesus known to the Agos
that the saying attributed to Jesus in should be
an invention resting on the utterance of Pa
That Paul was acquainted with various logla of
our Lord has been shown elsewhere.* Bernhard
Weiss,® indeed, doubts whether the saying is in
harmony with the attitude of Jesus towards the
law. But surely the Agrapha of the Sabbath
worker is distinctly consistent with Christ’s teaching
in Matt. xii. 12 which declared it “ lawful to do
good on the Sabbath day.” ‘It upholds the spirit
of the law, while it shows a proper reverence for
that well-being of mankind, which our Lord main-
tains is the true of the law of the Sabbath
when he says ¢ The Sabbath was made for man.’ "’ ¢
The early Church seems to have treasured
Chnst s sentiment on Sabbath observance which
this Agrapha expresses. The logion d15¢overed in
1897,5 e’&v u7) oaPBarionte 10 odfBarov odx Seabe
Tov matépa, many scholars interpret metaphorically
of spiritual observance, as though Jesus meant
that * the right way of keeping the Sabbath was

1 Encyclopaedia Biblica, iv. col. 4174, note 2.

3 See *‘ Luke the Reporter,” pp. 190-91.

3 Die Evangelien des Markus und Lucas, S. 363.
¢ Holdsworth, Gospel Ongms P- 47.

§ Oxyrhynchus Payri, i. No. 1.
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determined not by the clock or by the almanac, but
by the soul.” !

There are several patristic illustrations of this
view,e.g. Justin Martyr (Dial. c. Tryphon. 2) observes:
*“ The new Law wishes you to sabbatise continually,
and ye while ye do no work throughout one day
imagine that ye act piously. This is because ye do
not understand why the command was given you.”

VIII. WHY OMITTED FROM MSS. oF
‘“ NEUTRAL ”’ TEXT

One difficulty remains : assuming the authorshi
of Luke, why is the story told in Codex Bezae only
Blass finds that the omission of the section from
Oriental manuscripts fits in with his theory of the
two Lucan editions of the gospel and Acts. ‘““ It is
quite credible that Luke preferred to leave out this
saying in the forms of his gospel destined for
Oriental congregations, a very considerable part
of which consisted of Jews, whilst in Rome there
was no cogent reason for omitting it.”* We may
accept the conclusion without the premises whence
it is drawn. On other grounds it is difficult to
adopt the theory of the two editions. All the
omissions and additions in the Bezan text of Luke
and Acts cannot be explained as due to the character
of the recipients of the two editions, or to con-
siderations of style, much less does the theory
account for similar phenomena in other books of
the New Testament.

But undoubtedly the episode of the Sabbath-
breaker has been rescued by the Gentile Church
as the work of the Gentile evangelist. The verse,
being objectionable to Eastern Christians, was
quietly excised by some scribe, a process made

1 Cobern, The New Archasological Discoveries, p. 214.
3 Blass, Philology of the Gospels, p. 59.
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easier by its absence from the other gospels. Its
almost complete disappearance from existing MSS.
ma{ealso be partly due to another fact. * It ceased
to understood when the Christian Sunday had
become an institution, and so was thrust out of
canonical Church tradition.” !

The omission of the anecdote from Mark may
be accounted for in various ways. In the corre-
sponding passage of Matthew there is a narrative
containing J)oints in the discussion between Jesus
and his adversaries which are not preserved in
Mark or Luke. Apparently, then, there was some
tradition on the subject of the Sabbath which Mark_
did not use, from ignorance or from some other
motive. Loisy thinks the omission® “can be
exc{)la.ined by a reason analogous to that which
led to the suppression of the story of the woman
taken in adultery ; timid consciences were disturbed
thereby.” Whether Mark or unknown copyists
must be credited with timidity is not clear, but the
attitude of Luke towards the older writer suggests
at least the former alternative. Luke, says Har-
nack, virtually condemns Mark as “ wrong in its
order of events, too unspiritual and imperfect, and
incorrect.” ® ‘“ Of those persons only cursorily
sketched or not sketched at all in Acts, Mark is the
only one of whom we learn anything discreditable.” ¢

erhaps the fact that Mark was “ of the circum-
cision”’® may partly explain these somewhat
strained relations, and entirely elucidate the absence
of the story of the Sabbath-breaker from the second

gospel.
1 Encyclopaedia Biblica, vol. iv. col. 4174.
2 Les Evangiles synoptiques, p. 523.
3 Luke the Physician (Eng. Tr.), p. 158.
4 Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), pp- 123-4.
§ Colossians iv. 11.
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IX. SIGNIFICANCE OF ANOTHER ‘‘ WESTERN "’
VARIANT IN CONTEXT

Another e in the Bezan MS. coming from
the same hc;]:ggand the same traditicl)]tllmgs the
fragment under discussion is the transposition to
the end of verse 10, Luke vi. 5, “ And he said unto
them, the Son of Man is Lord of the Sabbath.”
In Mark, the expression ““ Son of Man ” is used in
a general sense as equivalent to ‘“man.” Luke,
writing later and in the fuller light of the Messianic
doctrine, omits the qualifying words which link
Jesus and his disciples with David and them that
were with him, and transposes the ““ Son of Man ”
verse to the end of the series of Sabbatical stories.
By so doing he connects it more closely with the
healing in the synagogue, a miraculous act on the
part of Jesus alone, and thus lends some sanction
to the Messianic force of the phrase. Copyists
who followed, when verse 5 had been dropped as

iving offence in the East, possibly under the
influence of Mark and Matthew, brought the Son
of Man passage into relation with the first of the
Sabbath stories, where it stands in the manuscripts
generally. It is unnecessary here to examine the
much-disputed question of the origin and reference
of the phrase *“ Son of Man.” It is sufficient to show
that Luke betrays the influence of the more highltg
developed content of the phrase as compared wi
Mark. Finally, with this significant transposition,
a fitting climax is provided for the three narratives
on Sabbath observance by an historian, whose
style, logic, and industry are illustrated, not less
than his attitude to Jewish law and indebtedness
to Paul, in the single verse which the Western
Church has saved, relating the story of the man
working on the Sabbath.

R



CHAPTER XII
LUKE AND THE ‘‘ WISDOM OF SOLOMON ”’

I. INTRODUCTION

BETWEEN the latestbookof the Old Testamentand the
earliest of the New Testament there passed a period
of not less than 150 years, within which something
like a revolution took place in the cultus, doctrine,
and polity of Judaism. Perplexing problems, almost
non-existent for the ancient Hebrew writers, were
created by political and spiritual experiences during
an age of persecution. A fresh, and what might
fairly be ca.ﬁ:d a modern, form was given to men’s
conceptions of Providence and the Divine Eurpose
in history. The doctrine of Gospels and Epistles
owes much every way to the generations which
groduced the Agocrypha. The evangelists must
ave known, and appreciated, some of the books
now called Apocryphal. And this is certain—
they addressed themselves to le familiar with
them. Of these works, the ‘“ Wisdom of Solomon,”
written in Greek by a Jew, seems to have been one
which influenced Luke, the Gentile evangelist.

This mldonymous book, the work of an unknown
Alexandrian about the beginning of the first century
B.C., is considered by some scholars to fall into two
or more parts. Its unity is still not generally
abandoned, and in any case Luke almost certainly,

242
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if hg knew it at all, knew it in the same form as
we do.

It is a book which has exercised a singular
fascination for Christians from the first, and, like the
rest of the Apocrypha, it was included in the Bible
of the Church universal until the time of the
Reformation.

II. WispoM USED BY (@) PAuL, (b)) AUTHOR OF
HeBREWS, (¢) OTHER N.T. WRITERS

‘ The unquestionable acquaintance of Paul with
the book "’ ! is now seldom denied. Drs. Sanday
and Headlam, in their Commentary on Romans, set
forth some striking linguistic parallels between the
Epistle and Wisdom, and carefully estimate the
way in which the one was influenced by the other.

‘ It will be seen that while on the one hand there
can be no question of direct quotation, on the other
hand the resemblance is so strong, both as to the
main lines of the argument and in the details of
thought and to some extent of expression, as to make
it clear that at some time in his life St. Paul must
have bestowed upon the Book of Wisdom a con-
siderable amount of study.” 2

The unknown author of the Epistle to the
Hebrews so manifestly came into contact with
Wisdom as to lead some scholars to suppose that

both books were the work of ome man, Apollos.

Though this ascription of the apocryphal book to the
“ eloquent ”’ Alexandrian cannot be established, yet
the coincidences between Hebrews and Wisdom
‘““are too numerous to be accidental.”® In the
words of the Bishop of Winchester, ““ It certainly
appears extremely probable that the writer of the

1 Siegfried, Dictionary of the Bible, iv. 930.

3 Commentary on Romans, p. 52.

3 Peake, Commsntary on Hebrews, p. 35.

I |
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Epistle to the Hebrews was acquainted with the
Book of Wisdom.”! Parallels in thought and
language to what is contained in Wisdom may be
found also in the fourth Golffpel, in the Epistle of
James, and elsewhere in the New Testament.

III. EArRLY CHRISTIAN REFERENCES TO WISDOM

The Muratorian F: ent on the Canon (circa
A.D. 180) definitely refers to Wisdom, where we
expect only the Anéilegomena of the New Testament.
Eusebius ? gives a parallel to this reference in his
account of Clement of Alexandria. It is plain that
amongst early Christians Wisdom was treated with
a peculiar reverence. For such veneration there
are good reasons.

Apart from his lofty doctrine concerning God,
Man, and Immortality, the conception of wisdom
by Pseudo-Solomon represents ‘“ the most highly
developed pre-Christian orthodox speculation on the
subject of an intermediary between God and the
world.”® ‘“ There can be little doubt that the
speculations of the writer of the Book of Wisdom
helped to provide the categories for the Christian
interpretation of Christ.” ¢

IV. Luke's INTEREST IN TEACHING AND LANGUAGE
oF WispoM

The third evangelist and author of Acts was not
primarily interested in speculative questions, nor did
the plan and purpose of his writings admit of their
discussion. Howbeit it should not be forgotten

1 Inmternational Journal of Apocrypha, 1908, p. 5.

2t HE.v.8.

3 Gregg, Commentary on the Wisdom of Solomon, p. liv. v.
¢ Andrew, The Apocryphal Books, p. 42.
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that, of Synoptic writers, Luke in his Christology
approaches nearest to the Johannine type,! a type
which assuredly does betray the influence of
Wisdom.

As the friend and companion of Paul, it is not
unreasonable to suppose that Luke would be intro-
duced to a book which the Apostle evidently read
witfymsgleasure and profit, if indeed, still earlier, the
Jewish proselyte of Antioch had not made its
acquaintance for himself. Apparently Paul wrote
to the Romans whilst he was staying at Corinth
(Acts xx. 2, 3). Before this Apostle and Evangelist
had journeyed together, and if the ‘ Western *’ text
of Acts xi. 28 be followed, their friendship dates
back almost to the time of Luke’s conversion to
Christianity at Antioch. A Greek like Luke, of
considerabf; culture and capacity, might well have
read Wisdom whilst still a disciple of the Jewish
law. A book like Wisdom, in many ways sym-
pathetic towards Greek thought, may have played
no small part in the proselytising of such a man
as Luke. Certainly, if it came within his view,
the style and character of Pseudo-Solomon’s com-
position would make an appeal to one of the most
scholarly of New Testament writers, for *“ no other
part of the Apocrypha can compare in literary

uality with the t chapters of the Book of

isdom. The writer uses Greek with the freedom
of one to whom it is a native language. He does
not write formal poetry, but beauty of expression
and richness of language are well-marked features
of his work.” *

To Luke, the Christian evangelist, certain passages
of Wisdom would be especially attractive. Take
for example chap. ii. verses 13-16:

1 See Harnack, Luke the Physician (Eng. Tr.), App. pp. 226 ff.
3 Stevenson, Commentary on Wisdom, p. xli.
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He professeth to have knowledge of God,
And nameth himself servant of the Lord.
He became to us a reproof of our thoughts.
He is grievous unto us even to behold,
Because his life is unlike other men'’s,

And his paths are of strange fashion.

The iatter e;ld of tl;e rightéous he ‘calleth .ha.ppy H
And he vaunteth that God is his father.

For though not, in the manner of Matthew, con-
tinually looking to the Old Testament for light
upon the life of Jesus, Luke was by no means
without interest in Hebrew prophecy. In words
which we can understand, if not adopt, Augustine
declared that in the Wisdom of Solomon ‘the
passion of Christ is most deﬁnitell};dprophesied."

Of actual quotation from Wisdom by Luke we
find no trace, for the words attributed to * the
wisdom of God "’ 1 cannot be found in the Apocryphal
book of that name, or, indeed, in any other.

The fact is that too much is commonly made of
the freedom which New Testament writers exercised
in regard to the Hebrew Canon. There are un-
doubtedly two or three references to extra-canonical
books in the New Testament, but with the exception
of Jude’s quotation from the Book of Enoch there
is no unquestionable instance of quotation from
Apocryphal books by canonical writers.

V. DEPENDENCE OF LUKE SHOWN IN HIS TEACHING
AND VOCABULARY

We must look for si of Luke’s dependence
upon Wisdom where we find them in Paul, namely
in his thought and vocabulary.

As an historian, Luke would naturally be
1 Luke xi. 49.
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interested in the Pseudo-Solomon’s interpretation
of Providence in history much more than in his
philosophic attempt ‘“to bring the infinite and
eternal into these relations of space and time which
are implied in the creation and government of the
woﬁdmse'”l he speeches of Paul shaped
ev ess, in the es of Pa b

Luke 2 the philosophﬁ of Wisdom is frequentg
present. Thus Barnabas and Paul at Lystra are
reported to have exhorted the people 2 ““ to turn from
these vain things to the living God, who made the
heaven and the earth and the sea, and all that in
them is: who in the generations gone by suffered
all the nations to walk in their own ways. And yet
he left not himself without a witness, in that he did
good, and gave you from heaven rains and fruitful
seasons, filling your hearts with food and gladness.”

We may compare the argument from the created
world to the character of its creator in the thirteenth
chapter of Wisdom, beginning, * For verily all men
by nature were but vain who had no perception of
God. And from the good things that are seen they
gained not power to know him that is, Neither by
giving heed to the works did they recognise the
artificer.”

Again, the Pseudo- Solomon ‘ propounds his
doctrine of Wisdom as a fundamental unifying
ﬁrinciple, which co-ordinates Greek thought with

ebrew revelation, and correlates (as functions of
the same being) the various operations of creative
activity, guidance of history,” and ‘“ moral elevation
of mankind.” ¢

For the same conception not of ‘“ wisdom ”’ but
of God, we may turn to Paul’'s address to the

1 Drummond, Phslo Judaeus, i. 225.

2 See ‘‘ Luke the Reporter,” pp. 175 ff.

3 Acts xiv. 5-17. .

¢ Gregg, Commentary on Wisdom, p. xxiv.
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Athenians. God ““ made of one every nation of men
for to dwell on all the face of the earth, having
determined their appointed seasons, and the bounds
of their habitation ; that they should seek God, if
haply they might feel after him, and find him,
though he is not far from each one of us; for in
him we live, and move, and have our being; as
certain even of your own poets have said, For we
are also his offspring.””! The reference in this
Wssage to the heathen seeking God is paralleled in

isdom xiii. 6, “ For they peradventure do but go
astray while they are i
find him.”

The tirade against Egyptian idolatry in which
Wisdom indulges is summed up in the verses
which immediately precede and follow those quoted
above. ‘“ The God that made the world and all
things therein, he being Lord of heaven and earth,
dwelleth not in temples made with hands ; neither
is he served by men’s hands, as though he needed
any thing, seeing he himself giveth to all life, and
breath, and all things.” Being then the offspring
of God, we ought not to think that the Godhead is
like unto gold, or silver, or stone, graven by art
a.nc‘lr device of ma.né:r | b ;

ing more directly to their interpretation o:
history, :.ge resemblance between th:rgwo writers
becomes more apparent. Drs. Sanday and Headlam
have laid stress upon the likeness between
Wisdom chaps. x.-xix. and Romans chaps. ix.—xi.
and also exhibited their differences, ‘‘ If St. Paul
learnt from the Book of Wisdom some expressions
illustrating the Divine power, and a general aspect
of the question ; he obtained nothing further.” * It
is interesting to contrast a Jew who has learnt many
maxims which conflict with his nationalism but yet
retains all his narrow sympathies, with the Christian

1 Acts xvii. 26-28. 2 Acts xvii. 25, 29.

g God and desiring to
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Apostle full of broad sympathy and deep insight,
woseesinhumanaﬂairsapuy ongdforthe
benefit of the whole world being worked out.”1
Following robably in his master’s steps, Luke did
not servilely copy the Alexandrian Jew. It was
impossible for a Christian historian so to do. The
author of Acts had in one sense a narrower, in
another a broader view of the operations of God in
history. He was not limited, in his outlook, to the
Jewish race, but, on the other hand, it was not so
much the Supreme Power making for righteousness
as a particular manifestation of the spirit of Christ
that he sought to make plain. The idea round
which he grouped his materials was, in the words
of Harnack,* “ the power of the spirit of Jesus in the
?é)ostlw manifested in history.” From this he

dom departed, and it is one of many debts which
students of the New Testament owe to the great
German scholar that he has furnished them with a
key by means of which they may understand the
movements and marvels, the sayings and doings,
and even the periods of silence, of the first pro-
tagonists of Christianity.

So far as the narrative and speeches of the first
part of Acts are translations from earlier Aramaic
sources, their content must be attributed to an earlier
writer than Luke, but since he was more than a mere
translator, at least the selection, presentation, and
grouping of the materials in Acts i.—xv must be
credited to him.

The points where Wisdom and Acts are in
agreement must be considered in some detail. As
the Pseudo-Solomon views the march of history
‘ the consequences of evil are mainly external and
present.” 3 The second half of the book is *“a record

1 Commentary on Romans, p. 269.
2 Acts of the Apostles (Eng. Tr.), p. xviii.
3 Hughes, Ethscs of Jewish Apocryphal Literature, p. 286.
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of historical illustrations of the theory that unright-
eousness is punished, and righteousness re ed,
by adversity or prosperity in the present life.”’ !
That this idea of the progress of Christian
evangelisation is a subsidiary one in the mind of
Luke needs no proof. But that it was by no
means absent is shown by the numerous instances
in Acts of the punishment of evildoers and the
recompensing of the righteous.

Ananias and Sapphira who lied to the Apostles
were straightway struck by death. Blindness fell
upon the persecuting Saul of Tarsus who ‘‘ breathed
out threatenings and slaughter against the disciples
of the Lord.”

King Herod, “ who put forth his hands to afflict
certain of the Church ”” and accepted the blasphem-
ous homage of his courtiers, *“ was smitten by an
angel of the Lord” and “gave up the ghost.”
Elymas, the sorcerer, *“ who withstood the Apostles,
seeking to turn aside the proconsul of Cyprus from
the faith,” was touched by ‘‘ the hand of the Lord
and “ immediately there fell on him a mist and a
darkness.” The j’ ews, who dragged Paul before the
judgement seat of Gallio, succeeded only in inducing
the Greeks to lay hold of Sosthenes, their leader and
ruler of the Synagogue, whom they beat in the
presence of the proconsul.?

On the other hand, the miraculous escapes of the
Apostles from prison and from many perils by land
and sea are highly significant. The words of
Gamaliel to the Jewish Council in regard to the
Apostles are inspired by the conviction of the
author of Wisdom. Not less do they express the
mind of Luke. * Refrain from these men, and let
them alone : for if this counsel or this work be of
men, it will be overthrown : but if it is of God, ye

1 Hughes, Ethics of Jewish Apocryphal Litevature, p. 286.

2 See  The Indifference of Gallio,” p. 224.
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will not be able to overthrow them, lest haply ye be
found even to be fighting against God.” 1

The scorn and sarcasm with which tian
idolatry is abused in what may be called the
historical sections of Wisdom are present, though
chastened and softened by sym}:oathy and humour,
in Luke’s allusions to Fagamsm

In his “other worldliness,” Wisdom-so directly
contradicts Ecclesiasticus # that many scholars sup-
pose the Alexandrian set himself “ to controvert
some of the positions taken up " by the Palestinian
writer. Luke, at any rate, 1s on the side of the
Pseudo-Solomon as is shown by his parable of the
rich fool.4

The words of Wisdom xvi. 26—

That thy sons whom thou lovest, O Lord, might learn

That it is not the growth of the earth’s fruits that
nourisheth a man, -

But that thy word preserveth them that trust in thee

are parallel to the introduction to this parable of
the rich man with full barns. * A man’s life con-
sisteth not in the abundance of the things which he

possesseth ”’ (Luke xii. 15).

VI. SIMILARITIES OF PHRASE

The concluding words of the same ble,
which is peculiar to Luke, suggest an idea, found in
Wisdom and probably due to Greek influence, that
man “is re;;mred to render back the soul which was
lent him.”

Sometimes both the tone and language of
Wisdom seem familiar to readers of the third

1 Acts v. 38-39. % See ‘‘ Luke the Humorist,” p. 153.
8 Cf. Wisdom ii. 1-6, and Ecclesiasticus ii. 23, iii. 19, 20, i. 11,
vi. 12, ii. 24.

¢ Luke xii. 16-21. $ Wisdom xiii. 8.
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gospel. In the seventh chapter, Solomon speaks
of the riches of wisdom and agds (verse 14) :

For she is unto men a treasure that faileth not,

And they that use it obtain friendship with God,

Commended to him by the gifts which they throug
discipline present to him. )

After comparing the wisdom of the sons of this
world with that of the sons of light, in another
ble found only in Luke—The Unjust Steward—
Es‘;s says to his disciples, “ Make to yourselves
iends of the mammon of unrighteousness; that
when it shall fail, they may receive you into the
eternal tabernacles.” !

The personification of Justice (3 8ixy) and the
conception of it as an avenger, which is found three
times in Wisdom ? occurs once in a “ we "’ section of
Acts® ““ No doubt,” said the barbarians of Melita to
one another as they saw a viper fasten on the hand
of Paul, ‘ no doubt this man is a murderer, whom,
though he hath escaped from the sea, yet Justice
hath not suffered to hive.”

VII. SIMILARITIES OF DOCTRINE

In their doctrine of God, there are in Acts one or
two elements which resemble those in Wisdom.
Both books teach that with strict impartiality God
looks upon men of different kinds and conditions.

For the Sovereign Lord of all will not refrain himself
for any man'’s person,
Neither will he reverence greatness ;
Because it is he that made both small and great,
And alike he taketh thought for all.
Wisdom vi. 7.

1 Luke vi. 9. % i, 8, xi. 20, xiv. 3I1.
3 Acts xxviii. 4.
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“Of a truth,” says Peter (Acts x. 34, 35), “I
perceive that God is no respecter of persons : but in
every nation he that feareth him, and worketh
righteousness, is acceptable to him.”

Psalms (Ixxxii. 2) and Job (xxxiv. 1g) teach the
same great truth, and these works may be the
sources of the doctrine in Wisdom and Acts, but it
is not impossible that the Alexandrian writing in-
fluenced the Christian historian. There is perhaps
less doubt that Luke, like Paul, (Romans iii. 25)
knew the following words (Wisdom xi. 23, 24) :

But thou hast mercy on all men, because thou hast
power to do all things,

And thou overlookest the sins of men to the end they may
repent.

The parallel in Acts (xvii. 30) is very close :

The times of ignorance therefore God overlooked, but
now he commandeth men that they should all everywhere

repent.

In their doctrine of the fyture life, Luke and the
Pseudo-Solomon have some things in common.
To thear ent of Jesus with the Sadducees, which
Luke read in Mark, he makes the addition ‘‘ For all
live unto him ” (xx. 38), thus emg:xasising more
strongly the inference which may drawn .from
the passage as a whole. Similarly, Wisdom (iv. 1)
argues that virtue, since it has been known by
God, can never be as though it had not been. There
is in it, as it were, an eternal element. Another
slight addition made by Luke, namelge;me of the
woes appended to his version of the titudes, is
in harmony with what we read in Wisdom. “ But
woe unto you that are rich | for ye have received
your consolation ”’ (vi. 24). Slmxf;.r' i
those who had given themselves up to the enjoy-
ment of their riches, Solomon says, ‘““ And if they

ly speaking of-
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die quickly, they shall have no hope, Nor in the day
of decision shaﬂ they have consolation ”’ (Wisdom
E IS%i Howbeit, Wisdom teaches that the evt;ickecl.
ough ““in anguish,” possess a continued con-
sciousness after death. They see themselves and
thieraiihteous whom they have despised in the light
of ity, and learn, with sadness, that the time for
repentance is L?aSt (v. 1, 2).
The Rich Man (in a parable Peculiar to the third
iospel) whilst “in anguish” sees Lazarus in
braham’s bosom, and is made to realise the
advantages that now rest with him who in his life-
time ““ was laid at his gate *’ and received only * evil
things ”’ (xvi. 19-31). The picturesqueness of the
parable is entirely absent from the Jewish writing,
whose author either “ lacks imagination "’ or “prefers
to dispense with vivid colouring and movement.”' ?

VIII. VERBAL SIMILARITIES

Finally, in the matter of words and phrases, there
are many parallels to those in the Lucan writings to
be discovered in the Wisdom of Solomon. Whilst
these, of themselves, may prove little, yet in view
of the a priors probabilities of the case, and the
evidence set forth above, we are led to conclude that
Luke knew and to some extent was influenced by
what is the most remarkable of all the Apocryphal
Books, namely the so-called Wisdom of Solomon.

EXCURSUS
(a) d3vraros, powerless Wisd. vii. 14 In N.T. only Ac, xiv. 8.
drakdew, toreturn  ,, iix » ,» Lc. xii. 36.
drrirapépyesias » XViIo ” ,» [different sense]
. Le x, 31, 32.
drropladuety »  Xil 14 ” »  Ac xxvil 15.

1 Gregg, Commentary on Wisdom, p. 44.
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Sudyrwous (technical
ession for de-

cision of a suit) Wisd. xii. 18 In N.T. only Ac. xxv. 21.
Onplor (applied to a

serpent) » XVi§ »” » Ac xxviii. 4, 5.
wxapafSof, proverb ,, il 3 » » Le.iv. 23.
ovpfd\esfat, to

assist ,» V.8 . ,» Ac. xviii, 27,

Xxpnorbs, gracious y XV I v » Le.vi 35.

Wisdom. Mt. Mk. Lc. Ac  Paul Jobn Seohof
() aw.)wywyd 1 b ¢ I 6 .. 4 ..
I .. .. 1 4 e e e
ﬂp«n 3 2 I 1 6 1 1 1
olmplny (inhabited
world) 1 ) 3 5 .. 3
wvefua dyior 2 5 4 13 41 17 3 8
wpoxéuxey ) ST 3 3 .. 2
guréxesfau 2 1 6 3 2 .e
(c) dvexhwdys Wisd. vii. 14 Cp. dréxherwrros, Le. xii. 38.
dpwdfer , V. IX For word and sense cp.
Ac, viii. 38.

yeovfuara, produce ,, xvi, 19 Cp. Le. xii. 18,
&xbeois (technical s o
term for expos- XL X4 1Cp. Ac. xviii. 19, 21.
mg a clnld) XVill. 1§
#vedpor, ambush ,» Xiv.21r Cp. Ac, xxiii. 16, xxv. 3.
!fo&os depa.rture or
y ik 2 In N.T. only Lc. ix. 31, 32,

2 Peter i. 15.
éxaleiofas (Without
obj. expr.) » VviL7  Cp. Ac. vil 59.
érdtew, to torture  ,, il 19 Cp. drverdfew, Ac, xxii. 24, 29.
Oep » X.5 For this use cp. Ac, vii. 20.
ura)‘vylt«mu » V-5 For sense cp. Lc. x. 20,
830wy s iv. 19  Cp. 83vrdcas, Le, iii., Ac. i
Spotorabis ,y Vil 3 In N.T. only Ac. xiv. 15,
Jas. v. 17.
wapokla » Xix. 10 Cp. Ac. xiii. 17,
oxdpyaror , Vih 4  Cp. oxapyarvoby, Lc. il 7. 12,
oTeipa , il 3 In N.T. only Le.i7,2
Tod Suxalov y il IO in the sense
Le. xu. 57, Ac. iv. 19,
. Col. iv. 1.
@iNdrfpwros ., Xii19 Not in N.T. nor in O.T,,

but Lc. has garfpémus,

Ac. xxvii. 3, ¢arfpuria
Ac, xxviii. 3. ’
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(d) el ydp éorw & Slxacos
vids Tod Oeod Wisd. ii. 18 Cp. Ac. vii. 52.
) rope(a, death , il 3 Cp. wopeteras, Lc. xvil. 2.

drOpiros s V. X Cp. Lc. ii. 52.
xpds xaspbe, ‘ for a

season "’ of a sud-

den growth » V.4 Cp. Le. viii. 13.

xc.l éy dylos & xN\fjpos ,, V.5 Cp. Ac. xxvi. 18.
pxeras Pyroboa  ,, vi. 16  Cp. Ac. xiii. 11.
Mdnn xal duxasortry ,, iX. 3 Cp. Le. i 75.

wwrevew éxt , Xii 4 Cp. Ac. ix. 42, xi. 17, xVvi
13, xxii. 18,
Ocdv {yrolrres , Xl 6 Cp. Ac. xvii. 27.

wpds drvarohdy , XVL 28 Cp. wpds éowépar, Lc. xxiv. 29.



CHAPTER XIII

PERICOPE ADULTERAE—THE WOMAN TAKEN IN
ADULTERY

I. EXALTED CHARACTER OF NARRATIVE

THE episode of the woman taken in adultery is so
striking and suggestive that its apparent lack of
authenticity passes almost unnoticed. There is
good reason for this. It is safe to say that no
known disciple of Jesus could have invented the
story. As Sir John Seeley said,! *‘ The conduct of
Christ in it is left half explained, so that, as it
stands, it does not satisfy the impulses which lead
to the invention and reception of fictitious stories.”
Keim thought otherwise, and, regarding the story
as ? “ very transparent clothing of an idea,” attn-
buted it to an unknown author “ who imitated the
forms, colours, surprises, and dramatic style of the
fourth Gcc:i)el.” ith discreet reserve, however,
he %odu no literary proofs of this hypothesis.

e sublimity of the principal figure in the story,
and his unique appeal to conscience may be seen
by contrast with the creation of a modern t.
M‘;. Hutton 3 thinks Tennyson has not shown
himself a higher artist than in the important place
which the conscience takes in his greater poems.

1 Eccs Homo, Preface, p. v.

8 Jesus of Nazara (Eng. Tr.), v. 16-19.
3 Literary Essays, p. 397.

237 S
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Yet, in the words addressed by his perfect knight
to the repentant Guinevere, there is more than a
suspicion of Pharisaism. To the punishment of a
remorseful conscience is added condemnation, and
the king declares that he loathes whilst he loves
his sinning wife.

In the words of the agnostic Huxley,! *“ That
touching epilogue, with its profound ethical sense,
of the woman taken in adultery, if internal evidence
were an infallible guide, might well be affirmed to
be a typical example of the teachings of Jesus.”

Wellhausen ? protests against the suggestion that
intrinsic value can guarantee the age and authenticity
of a saying of Jesus such as occursin * the apocryphal
pericope adulterae.” ‘‘ If intrinsic value is to guar-
antee age and authenticity, then one is reminded
of the legendary archaeologists, who recognised the
genuineness of an antique because it made them
cry when they looked at it. The testimony of the
Holy Spirit is advanced as a principle of criticism.
What goes to the heart, what exalts, affects, and
strongly moves us proves itself to be authentic !
Exegetic, literary and historical investigation is
therefore superfluous.”

Such criticism, however exaggerated, must be
met.

What follows confirms, on textual and historical

ounds, the impression which the story makes of
1ts own authenticity.

The pericope adulterae is important, amongst
other reasons, because it is the longest passage in
the New Testament affected by Textual Criticism.

I1. Pzricore NOT PART oF FOURTH GOSPEL

That the story is not the work of the fourth
evangelist is one of the sure results of scientific

1 Lectures and Essays, p. 88. 8 Einleitung, 2te Aufl. S, 159.
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study. The MSS. which omit the passage from
John are not only more numerous but also much
earlier than those which include it in that Gospel.
The evidence of commentaries and version tells in
the same direction.

The argument from silence is notoriously pre-
carious, but in the case of Origen and Tertullian it
has considerable weight in this instance. Origen
in his commentary cites and comments on every
verse John vii. 40-52, and then continues from viii,
12 in the same manner. Tertullian, disputing an
edict of the Roman bishop on the forgiveness of
adultery, declares, “ If thou canst show me by what
authority of heavenly examples or precept thou
openest a door for penitence alone—our controversy
shall be disputed on that ground.” Tertullian,
clearly, knew nothing of the pericope adulterae as
holy scripture.

nternal evidence is not less conclusive than
external. The style and vocabulary are not John’s.
His favourite words and expressions are absent, and
the story breaks the thread of his narrative, which,
without it, runs on quite smoothly.

III. THEORIES OF ORIGIN

To whom then should it be ascribed ? Must we
be content with the dictum of Bousset ! that it is a
‘ piece of genuine but extra-canonical tradition,”
or shall we go further with Mr. Hammond * and
declare it to fal “ v&racious, finttilorrupt record,hyet
not proceedmg' rom the of the writer to whom
it is ascribed " ? pes

Both views claim the support of eminent scholars,
Whilst Jiilicher 2 calls it * the noblest of agrapha,”

1 {_asus (Eng. Tr.), p. 142, note.
8 Textual Cysticism, p. 115, note a.
3 Inmtroduction to the New Testament (Eng. Tr.), p. 393.
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Blass! finds a place for it in the Gospel accord-
ing to Luke. Mr. Nicholson? in his work on
the Gospel according to the Hebrews argues that
the e ‘ substantially and perhaps even
verbally ” was originally part of that gospel, an
opinion shared by Nestle and others. The chief
authority for this is Eusebius ? reporting a state-
ment concerning Papias. It is necessary to
examine this statement in some detail.

’Exrélecrar 8¢ xal dAMy {oropiav mepl yvvaixds émi
moMais duaprios SwﬁAquioqs émi Tod Kvplov, v 70
xal’ ‘Efpalovs edayyélov mepiéyer.

It is a passage that has been misread. Cassels ¢
thus rendered it : ‘“ Eusebius informs us that Papias
narrated from the Gospel acoording to the Hebrews
a story regarding a woman acc before the Lord
of many sins.”” Westcott ® met this statement with
an unequivocal denial: “ It is not superfluous to
observe that Eusebius does not say that Papias
derived the narrative from the Gospel according to
the Hebrews, or that he used that Gospel at all.
Indeed if Eusebius had known that Papias derived
the narrative from this particular source, he would
hardly have said ‘a narrative which the Gospel
according to the Hebrews contains.’”’

The force of this reasoning may have been felt,
for in a later edition of Supernatural Religion
the translation is corrected. The conclusion of Dr.
Adeney ® seems sound and convincing. “ We cannot
be certain that Papias used the Hebrews' Gospel.
All that Eusebius tells us, is that he gives a story
that is contained in it. He may have obtained this
story by tradition from the elders, whose informa-

1 Philology of the Gospels, p. 160.

s ?. 52-58.

8 Hist. Eccles. iii. 39.

¢ Supernatural Religion, p. 73, note 1.
8 Canon of the New Testament, p. xxiii.
¢ Hibbert Journal, iii. 146.
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tion, he elsewhere informs us, he valued very
highl{. Still, there is some degree of probability
that he used the book.”

If Dr. Drummond ! is right in his interpretation
of the language of Papias, then with all his love for
oral tradition, Papias had no insurmountable pre-
judice against the written word. There is there-
fore ‘‘ some degree of probability " in the suggestion
underlying the remarks of Westcott. The pericope
adulterac may have been known to Papias in
another place than the Gospel according to the
Hebrews.

Can he have been familiar with the p e in
some other uncanonical Gospel ? There 1s evidence
Eiorinting that way. An Athos MS., according to

. Lake,? asserts that the story of Christ and the
woman taken in adultery occurred in the Gospel
of Thomas. This Gospel, as we now know it,

rofesses to give an account of the childhood of

esus, and bears upon itself the stamp of legendary
invention. Irenaeus?® instances the story of our
Lord confounding the schoolmaster who sought to
teach him his letters, as an illustration of what is
contained in ‘‘ an unspeakable number of apocry-
phal and spurious writings ”’ used by the Marco-
sians. Eusebius ¢ mentions the Gospel according
to Thomas in his list of ‘“ absurd and impious
books.” But apparently the Gospel existed in more
forms than one. From an earlier version, Hip
lytus,® a disciple of Irenaeus, quotes a remarkable
glassa.ge, not found in the extant Gospel, which the

aasenes cherished as relating to the nature of the
Kingdom of God within. ‘ He who seeks me shall
find me in children from seven years old ; for there
will I, who am hidden in the fourteenth aeon, be

Y Authorship of Fourth Gospel, pp. 200 fI.
t Studia Biblica, ii. 173. 3 Adv. Haer. i. 20.
¢ Hist. Eccles. iii. 25. S Philosophumena, v. 7.
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manifest.” ‘“The undoubted difference between
this saying and the fabulous contents of the Gospel
that has been preserved, would be explained if,” as,
Dr. Tasker suggests,! ‘“ the Gospel quoted in Hippo-
lytus were revised by an anti-gnostic editor, and
abbreviated in accordance with his views.”

Plainly, the primitive Gospel was more mystical
than the later version. It was also connected
in some way with the * Sayings of Jesus,” discovered
at Oxyrhynchus in 1903, the introduction to which
makes mention of Thomas. The conclusion of
the first ‘“ Saying” is quoted by Clement of
Alexandria from the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, and some knowledge of it is shown in the
‘“ Acts of Thomas,” which ‘ may have been partly
built upon the Gospel.”? e second saying
contains the remarkable words, xai 1) Baciela TdV
odpavdv évros dudv. “ Kingdom of heaven,” as in
Matthew, is a synonym for Luke’s ‘“ Kingdom of
God.” More important is the use of érds, which
is rare in the New Testament, occurring only
twice. So unique and difficult is this word, that
the discussion as to its meaning, says Dobschiitz,?
‘“goes throu%h the whole history of interpretation,
and will probably never come to a final decision.”
The saying obviously comes from Luke, where
alone is found this mystic idea of the Kingdom of
God as an inward experience. ‘H Pacidea 706 Oeot
évros dudv éorlv. So far as it goes, this evidence
points to some definite relation between the
“ Sayings,” the earliest edition of the Thomas
Gospel, the Hebrews’ Gospel, and the Gospel
according to Luke. The Gospel according to
Thomas may have derived its story from that
according to the Hebrews. It is also possible that

1 Dictionary of the Bible, ext. vol. p. 432.
* Grenfell and Hunt, New Sayings of Jesus, p. 31.
3 Eschatology of the Gospel, p. 130.
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it came, like the idea of God within man, from the
canonical Gospel.

Harnack argues that the Gospel according to
Peter must have contained the story. Holding with
other scholars that Justin Martyr used this Gospel,
he dates it at the beginning of the second century.
The references to Herod in the extant fragment of
the Petrine Gospel betray indebtedness to the third
gospel, thmgh its chronology of the Passion and its
attitude to the Jews are Johannine. The most that
can be said is that if the Gospel according to Peter
did contain the pm'co?e adulterae, it may well have
been taken from Luke’s gospel.

A%a::.n, the oldest extant. Apocryphal Gospel—
The Protevangelium of James—in its present form
a composite production, contains an allusion to the
[)en'coﬁc adulterae. The sixteenth chapter tells how
Joseph and Mary drank the water of the ordeal,
and remained unhurt. It is founded upon Numbers
v. 24, ‘ He shall cause the woman to drink the
water of bitterness.” The ordeal was intended to
prove whether adultery had been committed. Kai
ébadpacey wds 6 Aads 6m duapria odx épdvy & adrols.
xal elmev O lepevs: €l xpos & Oeds odx épavépwoae
:"&. duapripara Updv, ovde éyw xpivw (raraxplvw)

~ g.

p'aOrigen refers to this Gospel, and, in the opinion
of many scholars, Justin artﬁrr used it. In part,
the Gospel is based on the Nativity narrative in
Luke. is fact, taken together with the Lucan
character of the phrases in the allusion to the
%rericope, raises the presumption that the author of
otevangelium Jacobi was aclﬁuainted with the
story of the woman taken in adultery in the Gospel
according to Luke, once we have reason to believe
that the third Gospel contained such a story.

The fact that Papias makes no mention of Luke

or Acts is generally regarded as indicating that he
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was not acquainted with these writings. Lightfoot !
notices some evidence that suggests the use of them
by Papias, namely his reference to ‘‘ Satan cast
down to the earth *’ (cp. Luke x. 18), and his account
of the death of Judas. Stress cannot, however, be
laid u nthesedgoints. All we can say is that if
on other grounds we find that the third Gospel
contained the story of the woman taken in
adultery, Papias may possibly have known Luke
as well as the Gospel according to the Hebrews.

IV. HEBREWS’ GOSPEL—AGE, AUTHENTICITY,
CHARACTER

If the pericope adulierae is original to the Gospel
according to the Hebrews, and thence has passed
into some MSS. of the Fourth Gospel, as Nestle
and others suppose, our uI])rOblem is solved, and we
accept the authority of the passage whilst we deny
its canonicity. As Jiilicher says,® “if Papias
endowed the passage with the authority of a John,
the motive which induced the unknown copyist

haps in the third century) to insert it into the
ourth Gospel would not be far to seek.” There
is much virtue in that “if”’| Recognition of a
Johannine authority for the pericope adulterae is
not to be discovered in Papias or in any other
writer earlier than the fourth century.

That the Gospel according to the Hebrews is
an ancient work need not be disputed. Harnack
assigns it to the period 65-100, holding that it
probably belongs to the beginning of this period
and is earlier than both Matthew and Luke. Dr.
Stanton ® indicates its position in the primitive
Church. “ Never accounted apocryphal as others

1 Contemporary Review, August 186

7, P- 415.
8 Introduction to the New Testament (Eglg. Tr.), p. 393.
8 The Gospels as Historical Documents, i. 216.
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than the four were, amongst Hebrew Christians it
was the one Gospel in common use.”

‘ Internal and external evidence,” says a recent
writer,! ““ point strongly to the view that the Gospel
of the Hebrews is an independent parallel version
of the events described in the Synoptics (especially in
St. Matthew) and possibly formed one of the sources
in the hands of Luke.”

Unfortunately, only a few scattered fragments re-
main to us, and of these some are obviously legen
in character. Yet the Gospel which gives as wo
of our Lord, “ Never be glad except when you look
on your brother with cgharity,” and puts among
the greatest offenders ‘‘ the man who saddened his
brother’s spirit,” might well have contained the inter-
view between Jesus and the woman taken in adultery.

Whether the story appeared in the Gospel
according to the Hebrews in the precise form in
which it survives in John, is a question not easy to
determine, notwithstanding the affirmatives of many
scholars.? The following points may be noticed :

d\ suggests this was a second story, and
therefore that a first was known to Eusebius.

The word might possibly be understood with refer-
ence to the marvellous tales Papias relates on the
authority of the daughters of Philip, but this is not
a natural interpretation of d\Mwyw ioro in its
context. Hence the judgement of Routh and
Tregelles that the pericope was not inserted in a
codex of the New Testament in the time of Eusebius
is not beyond question.

moMals : whereas in the Johannine account one
only is mentioned, namely adulterg.

n Codex Bezae the woman'’s offence is described
generally as duapria instead of poiyeia, yet still in
the singular.

1 Dictionary of Religion and Ethics, vi. 348.
8 So Bacon, Fourth Gospel, p. 474, n. 1.
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SwfMPeions: in early Greek the verb means
“ to slander ”” but Oxyr. Pap. vol. viii. gives a third-
century instance of the word meaning simply “ to
accuse.” This is how Rufinus in his translation
of Eusebius understood the word ““ aliam historiam
de muliere adultera quae accusata est a Iudaeis
apud Dominum.”

dwafMmfeions suggests that the charge was not
substantiated.

In the passage before us, there was no doubt of
her guilt. She was taken én’ adroddipw.

The form of the story of the adulteress as it
appears in the oldest Armenian MS. which con-
tains it, suggests indebtedness to the Hebrews’
Gospel, and shows that a version other than that
Er&served in John was current in the Christian

hurch. The opening words are sufficient to prove
this point. ‘“A certain woman was taken in sins,
against whom all bare witness, that she was
deserving of death.” The plural “sins,” and the
idea of evidence harmonize with the narrative as
Papias ap%a.rently read it in the Gospel according
to the Hebrews, and not with that which we read
in the Canonical Gospel.

Again, ‘‘ we must discriminate,” as Dr. Adeney !
bids us, ““ between two questions that are not at all
conterminous, the question of antiquity and the
question of authority. It would be quite possible
to allow iteater antiquity for the Gospel according
to the Hebrews and to judge it less reliable than the
Gospels which came later. Luke in his preface
treats his predecessors with scant courtesy.”

V. Dip LUukE usE HEBREwWS’ GOSPEL ?

The last sentence gives rise to an interesting
train of thought. It is in Luke’s gospel that Blass
! Hibbert Journal, iii. 147.
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would rest the pericope adulterac. From that
Gospel, it may have passed into the Gospel of
Thomas. It is in Luke that the Ferrar group of
MSS. actually gives the Ea.ssage. And the entire
narrative is indisputably Lucan in vocab and
in spirit. Can it be that the author of the pel
according to the Hebrews was one of the “ many ' 1
whose apparent lack of certitude led ‘‘ the beloved
physician "’ to take up his pen ? Professor Bacon ?
certainly suggests that an important ‘‘ Semitism "
which Luke alone of New Testament writers makes
use of, was taken over from the Gospel according
to the Hebrews, and Dr. Moulton ® recognises that
the secondary character of extant fragments “‘ does
not prevent our positing an earlier and purer form
as one of Luke’s sources.”

Professor Lake,* on the other hand, reduces the
‘ narratives drawn up by the many "’ to collections
of Sayings similar to those discovered by Drs.
Grenfell and Hunt. But the Adyo: in which the
first groups of Christians were ‘‘ instructed "’ had
for their object the demonstration of the Messiah-
ship of Jesus, and this was effected, as Dr. Scott &
has shown, by proofs drawn mainly from the
Resurrection, g‘om Old Testament Prophecy, and
from Miracles. In other words, Luke ® “ evidently
has in view compositions which aimed at giving a
general account of the Gospel history, as his own
did, though they were less full, and he regarded
them as in some points less accurate than his own.”
If then, Luke had the Hebrews’ Gospel before him
as he wrote, in his report of the pericope adulterae,
he was consciously endeavouring to arrive at

1 guke i 1. A

2 Ezpositor, April 1905, p. 174, ».

3 Grammar of New Testament Greek, i. 17.

¢ Hibbert Journal, iii. 338.

$ Apologetic of the New Testament, pp. 42-6.

¢ Stanton, Gospels as Historical Documents, ii. 134.
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certainty. He therefore took occasion, as he did
with the text of Mark and of the Logia, to smooth
the roughness, and improve the language. The
moMais and SwafAnbfelons of the Papias document
may mark a degree of exa%eration in the Gospel
according to the Hebrews, the one heightening the
offence of the woman, and the other, the perfidy of
the scribes and Pharisees. Luke, characteristically
enough, removes both, and tells the sto? in good
Greek, as the language of the New Testament
goes.

VI. LUCAN LANGUAGE IN PrgricoPr

The extraordinary verbal resemblances between
Luke’s Gospel and the pericope adulterae cannot
escape the slightest examination.

Vgﬁen we consider the “ words characteristic of
Luke " found in the perscope, the result is astonishing.
These words *“‘ occur at least four times in Luke, and
either (@) are not found at all in Matthew or Mark, or
(b) are found in Luke at least twice as often as in
Matthew and Mark together.” ! Of such words, there
are eleven in the twelve verses under consideration.?
In addition, there is one word in the pericope found
in Luke more often, though not twice as often, as
in Matthew and Mark together, but in Luke and
Acts four times as often as in Matthew and Mark
together.® Another word, found in the ““ we *’ sections
of Acts, and used predominantly, although not
exclusively, in the rest of Acts and Luke, is used
also in this story.* In all, six words of the pericope
are found in the “we’’ sections of Acts.® The
importance of the last phenomenon is increased by
the fact that the “we" sections are more closely

1 Horae Synopticas, p. 13.
3 Excursus I. p. 282. 3 Ibid. p. 282.
¢ Ibid. p. 282. § Ibid. p. 283.
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allied to Luke’s Gospel, as Harnack has shown,!
than are the remaining parts of Acts.

fv-repos and wopevopas are used in a way
that is

Even this does not exhaust the points of likeness.
“’Ev uéow " is an expression of which, Dr. Plummer
says,? ‘“ Luke is fond and elsewhere it is rare,
except in Revelation.” It occurs twice in the course
of this short narrative, and with a significance that
seems distinctly Lucan.? Again, certain linguistic
tendencies which Harnack has observed to be pro-
minent in Luke’s treatment of ‘“ Q "’ are illustrated
in the pericope adulterac ¢ Then there are the words
8iddoxalos and «vpos, by no means peculiar to
Luke, though commonly employed by him in a
context and with a force which are characteristic of
their use in this section.® Finally, the language
of the passage as a whole is })redommantly Lucan.
Two words, dvaxvmrrew and épfpov, are found else-
where in the New Testament only in Luke and
Acts, the former occurring twice in Luke, and the
latter once in Luke and once in Acts. Moreover,
the first named is a technical term used by medical
writers, and is employed in the medical sense by
Luke the Physician in the story of the woman with
the spirit of infirmity.® To conclude this examma—
tion, it may be said that even the dmaf Aeydueva,
four in number in the pericope adulterae, have a
distinct affinity to terms used by Luke rather than
to those of a;IRI other Evangelist.”

this Mr. Buckley only adduces as
non- ucan the historic present (dyovow) and the
word mdéAw. The latter, common in Matthew and

1 Luke the Pliyswmn (Eng Tr.), p. 83.
* Excursus II. pp. 283 ff

8 Commentary on Luke, gp 218 ff.

¢ Excursus III Pp- 288 $ Ibid. pp. 288 f.

¢ Luke xiii. 11. See Excursus III. P-291. ! Excursus IIL. p. 290.
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Mark, is found only eifht times in Luke and Acts,
and is omitted from Marcan passages by the third
e elist ; the former, though by no means dis-
tinctive of Luke, occurs eleven times in the gospel
and thirteen times in the history. Though he
believes the pericope adulterae to have belonged to
a Lucan source rather than to have formed part
of the third gospel, Mr. Bu(:kle¥'1 admits that “if it
occurred in a larger number of MSS., or in any of
the oldest uncials after Luke xxi. it would be easy
to believe that that was its original home.”

VII. LucaN IDEAS IN Pszricore

When we turn from the frame and vehicle of
ideas to the idgeal,ss ther::hselvw, we ﬁnag “1;;” the Lucan
writi Pa.ra.ll to the pericope ae. That
Lukt:enisa a s?:cia.l interest in the poor and sinful
is a commonplace of New Testament criticism. It
is admirably expressed by Jiilicher,®  One almost
has the impression that the boundless charity
towards sinners shown by this Gospel was to be
comgensated for by the eg:x;lly exalted character of
the demands made on the disciples.” Of * boundless
charity towards sinners "’ what better illustration
can be conceived than Christ’s treatment of the
woman taken in adultery ? Numerous writers have
emphasised another characteristic of Luke, namely
his sympathetic interest in women, their ways and
works. Schmiedel writes:3 * The important part
played by ‘ devout women’ in Acts prepares the
reader for finding prominence assigned to them
here. Luke alone gives us the songs of Mary and
Elizabeth, and the testimony of Anna. The
mother of the Lord (not Joseph) ponders in her

1 Intyoduction to the Synoptic Problem, pp. 208-9.

3 Introduction to the New Testament (Eng. Tr.), p. 335.
3 Encyclopaedia Biblica, vol. ii. col. 1792.
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heart the words of her Son, and her sufferings
are made the subject of prophecy. Luke alone
mentions the domestic anxieties of Martha and the
devoted faith of her sister, the cure of the afflicted
‘ daughter of Abraham,’ the woman who invoked a
blessing upon the womb that bare Jesus, the story
of her who ‘ loved much,” and the parable of the
woman rejoicing over the lost piece of silver. Lot’s
wife is mentioned by him alone ; nor do we find in
any other Gospel the utterance of Jesus to the
‘ daughters of Jerusalem.” Mark and Matthew
concur with Luke in pronouncing a blessing on the
man who gives up father or mother or lands or
houses for Christ's sake; but Luke alone adds
‘wife.””” Harnack, . therefore,! though with great
hesitation, includes the pericope adulterae amongst
those passages which show the prominent place of
women in the third Gospel.

There is a further consideration. In this con-
nection stress must be laid on the words “ adm 12
yuvi) xareldymras én’ adroddip.” ® The absence o
the other cu.lBrit, whether by the connivance of the
Scribes and Pharisees or not, must have impressed
the Evangelist even as it strongly moved Christ
whexerd called uptgn to condemn one probably more
sinned against than sinning.

Luke seems also to have had almost an antipathy
to legal procedure, and noted, as no other Syno
tist, Christ’s disinclination to act as judge. I}1’1nt111:
Gospel narrative, he alone relates the parable of
the Unrighteous Judge, who ‘ feared not God, and
regarded not man.” 3 In the Acts of the A%ostles,
the conduct of Gallio in declining to judge Paul is
implicitly commended. Furthermore, the refusal
of Jesus to act as judge is recorded only by Luke.
“ Man,” said our Lord to one who sought his verdict

1 771 . Tr.), p. 155.
* John Iv;i':xk‘:h‘ Physician (Eng ) ll.:.ukes ivm 2.
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in the matter of a disputed inheritance, ‘“ Man, who
made me judge or divider over you? ! The
Saying of Jesus in Matthew, “ Judge not that ye be
not judged ” is strengthened by Luke’s addition,
‘ And condemn not and ye shall not be condemned.’’?
In the Parable of the Pounds, peculiar to the third
Evangelist, the lord convicts the wicked servant,
not according to any code of law, but from his own
confession, ‘‘ Out of thine own mouth will I judge
thee.”® Similarly, in the Lucan story of Christ’s
anointing by the sinful woman, Jesus sets aside the
question of her character, relates the Parable of the
two Debtors, and commends the judgement of
Simon the Pharisee, which conscience compels him
to express, “ Thou hast rightly judged.” ¢

Last but not least, Luke is our authority for
Christ’s assertion of the competence of conscience
to adjudicate in litigious questions. ‘‘ Why, even
of yourselves, judge ye not what is right ? "’ The
phrase used here, xpvw 76 8(xawov, used to be
regarded as unique. Bernhard Weiss explains it to
mean deciding about that which God demands from
us. It is made clearer, however, by a prayer for
vengeance addressed to Demeter which was found
inscribed on a tablet of lead at Amorgus. There
the goddess is implored to give right judgement.
So Jesus advises those who would go to law with
one another not to wait for the judge to speak but
to become reconciled beforehand and thus put an
end to the dispute by pronouncing * just judgement ”’
themselves.® In a way, therefore, which Luke has
made familiar to us, our Lord appeals to conscience
in the case of the adulteress, and declines the office
of judge. “ He that is without sin among you, let
him first cast a stone at her.” “ Neither do I

1 Luke xii. 14. 3 Ibid. vi. 37. 3 Ibid. xix. 22.

¢ Ibid. vii. 43. s Ibid. xii. 57.

¢ Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East (Eng. Tr.), p. 118.
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condemn thee, go thy way, from henceforth sin no
more.”’
Dr. Bacon,! then, states what is now fully proved

when he says of the pericope adulterae, * It is of
the very bone and ﬂeslf of Luke’s unique material.”

VIII. Perrcore AS PART oF LUKRE’S PECULIAR
MATTER

Accepting the prevailing theory of the relations
of the Synoptic Gospels, namely, the dependence of
Matthew and Luke upon Mark and “ Q,” there
remain in the first and third Gospels, large sections,
amounting to almost a quarter of the whole con-
tents, which cannot be derived from these sources.
In the materials thus collected by Luke, it is
reasonable to suppose that his special interest would
be most manifest. Such a supposition is more
than justified. The Ka.rabl&s of the Prodigal, the
Pharisee and the Publican, and the Good Samaritan
form part of the evangelical records peculiar to
Luke. Even in his more minute additions, he is
frequently faithful to this subjective interest. If
the forgiving pity of our Lord extended towards
the fallen woman was reported by Luke, the story
will find a place, naturally and easily, amongst
those passages of unmistakable authenticity, but of
somewhat limited textual authority.

IX. DATE oF INCIDENT: ITS PLACE IN
DiscussioNs OF PAssioN WEEK

The incident seems attached by two or three links
to the week of the Passion. It is of a piece with
the discussions about the tribute-money, and the
discussion with the Sadducees on marriage and the
resurrection. There is the same attempt made to

1 Introduction to the New Testament, p. 106.
T



274 ST. LUKE

elicit from our Lord some opinion hostile to law,
practice, or belief, and the inte tion is couched
in similar terms. The failure of the polite inquisi-
tors to achieve their object is the same in all three
cases, and the replies of Jesus are imbued with the
same spirit. The questions submitted are scarcely
considered, the discussion is lifted upon a higher
* plane, and a searching query indirectly addressed
to the questioners. If the interview between Christ
and the adulteress be admitted at the time thus
suggested, it closes the series of attempts made by
the Jewish authorities to catch Jesus in his talk.
The next scene introduces us at once to the

betrayal by Judas. The Master had proved himself
more than a match for his opponents even in the
most delicate and difficult situation of all. A
political question of taxation, and a speculative ques-
tion of religion had failed of their purpose.
moral problem, gross and palpable, was then rudely
thrust upon Christ’s attention in the person of a
woman taken in a shameful act. The first question
was largely theoretical, the second entirely so, the
third was a practical inquiry as to the punishment of
a particular offender. Christ’s ea(;l:’inion on tribute,
and on the married state hereafter involved only
himself. His answer to the last question addressed
to him affected another person—a sinner and a
woman. In many ways, the pericope adulterae
marks a fitting climax to what precedes, and a
preparation for what follows.

rnhard Weiss ! finds in the source peculiar to
Luke (L) an account of Christ’s discussion with his
enemies about the tribute money. It would not
be difficult to suppose that the pericope adulierae,
if it properly follows Luke xxi. 38, came originally
from such a source.

1 Die Quellen der synoptischen Uberlieferung, S. 147 fi.
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X. No EVIDENCE FOR CAPITAL PUNISHMENT
OF ADULTERY

There is one difficulty. No evidence exists for
the infliction of capital punishment in a case of
adultery. Lightfoot says,! *“ I do not remember that
I have anywhere, in the Jewish Pandect, met with
an example of a wife punished for adultery with
death.” Since stoning is specifically mentioned, it
has been generally assumed that the woman in
the story was betrothed ; unfaithfulness on the part
of a betrothed woman being liable, according to
Deuteronomy xxii. 24, to death-punishment by
stoning. Apparently, the law was more honoured
in the breach than in the observance.

The plot, therefore, consisted in putting Jesus on
the horns of a dilemma, compelling him to declare
for the revival of a law already obsolete, or give his
sanction to the seeming infraction of the law,
which divorce involved. The former alternative
would be abhorrent to Christ, and hardly less to
the magnanimous author of the third gospel. The
latter alternative was one which Luke regarded
with as little favour. The Marcan narrative
dealing with the Mosaic law of Divorce, and our
Lord’s abrogation of that law, is omitted by Luke,
possibly, as Sir John Hawkins suggests,? in order
to ‘“ limit the amount of anti-Pharisaic controversy
which he preserves.” In the verse concerning
divorce, which in the main he owes to “ Q,” Luke
simply says, ‘‘ Every man that putteth away his
wife and marrieth another, committeth adultery ;
and he that marrieth one that is put away from a
husband, committeth adultery ”’ (xvi. 18).

Probably the words xal yaudv érépav come from

1 Horas Heb. et Talmud ad Mt. xix. 8.
2 Studies in the Synoptic Probiem, p. 70.
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Mark. In any case, Luke does not admit adultery
as a sufficient ground for divorce. Matthew, on
the contrary, interpolates the significant words
1) éml mopveig into the Marcan account, and the
phrase mapextos Adyov mopveias into the passage
due to “ Q.” In other words, the first evangelist
twice represents Jesus as sanctioning divorce for
adultery. If Luke is the author of the pericope
adulterae, his statement of Christ’s attitude towards
divorce is consistent with that reported elsewhere
in his Gospel, and conflicts with the less primitive
%oollce;l)tlion of our Lord’s teaching in Matthew’s

e first evangelist, indeed, apparently acquiesced
in the Jewish teaching on the subject. Amongst
the Jews at this period “ the punishment for adul-
tery was the divorce of the woman, who lost all her
rights under the marriage settlement ; the man was
scourged.” 2

XI. DATE AND SCENERY FIT LUKE XXI.

To return to the dating of the incident in the
career of Christ ; from Luke xxi. we learn that Jesus
taught every day in the Temple and spent every
night on the Mount of Olives. This exactly fits his
practice as we observe it suggested in the periaipe
adulterae. And the language fits almost precisely,
the #dAw of John viii. 2 naturally referring back
to Luke xxi. 38. (Excursus IV. pp. 297 fi.)

It is a mere coincidence due to common scenery
that the Ferrar group of MSS. contains the pericope
at this point of the Lucan narrative ? The answer
depends partly upon the character of those wit-
nesses to the text, and partly upon more general
considerations of the circumstances under which

! See p. 120 above,
8 Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, i. 130.
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the Gospels were written. The Ferrar group com-
prises the minuscules 13, 69, 124, and 346. With
these 556 agrees in the position of the pericope and
generally in its text.! The first four have been
shown to be descended from a common ancestor,
an uncial of good character.

Huck includes in the Ferrar group the first four
minuscules, together with 543, 788, 826-828, all of
which add John vii. 53-viii. 11 after Luke xxi. 38.

According to Von Soden,® ten MSS. present the
same type of text as the Ferrar group, and three
others 1n a less perfect degree.

The text contains many readings of the “§”
type. Inother words, thereis a strain of ‘“ Western ”’
influence in the stock. «

The Abbé Martin and Dr. Rendel Harris argue
for a Calabro-Sicilian origin. Von Soden includes
the Ferrar group amongst the independent authori-
ties for the earlier form of his “I”’ text, to which
he attaches great importance, and which roughly
corresponds with Hort’s *‘ Western ”’ text.

The pericope adulterac belongs likewise to the
“ Western ”’ type, and is found, as part of John’s
Gospel, in many MSS. of the “ 8 text, notably in
the Codex Bezae.

XII. BrLass’ THEORY OF Pzricorr

Blass 3 has gathered up this evidence with other
curious facts in his theory of the two editions of
the Lucan writings.” According to this theory, the
pericope adulterae must give up all claim to a place
in the Eastern form of Luke, and content itself with
the Roman edition ; the section was deliberately

1 Scrivener, Introduction to Criticism of the New Testament,

i. 255.
2 Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, Pt. 1. sect. 2.
3 Philology of the Gospels, p. 160.
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omitted from the Eastern edition as being likely to
offend the Jews. This is an ingenious hypothesis,
and prima facie unties certain knots. How did the
pericope Pass from Luke to John? The answer is
at once forthcoming : the Church of Rome early in
the second century purged its records of this
passage in order to promote uniformity. The story
then survived as an appendix to Luke or to the
Gospels in general. ‘*‘ Some authoritative person,” !
not satisfied with this arrangement, found a place
for it in John, where it seemed suitably placed as
leadinf up to the saying, ““ Ye judge after the
flesh, jugge no man ’’ (John viii. 15).

But the Lucan authorship of this fragment does
not stand or fall with the theory of the two editions
of the works of Luke. The theory of Blass does
not account for phenomena in the “ 8 "’ text outside
Luke’s Gospel and the Acts of the Apostles. It
does not provide what is required, namely, *“ some
uniform cause applicable to the whole range of
phenomena prosented by the ‘8’ text, with some
special addition to account for their special
prominence in the two books of Luke.” What,
then, can have produced the results for which this
theory attempts to account ?

The answer may be found in the words of Dr.
Headlam.* “ During the first seventy years of their
existence the books of the New Testament were
hardly treated as canonical. The text was not fixed,
and the ordinary licence of paraphrases, of inter-
polations, of additions, of glosses were allowed.”

XIII. ScriBAL HANDLING OF N.T. TEXT

The ‘ Western ”’ text, ‘‘ current at the earliest
date to which our knowledge extends in nearly all

1 Philology of the Gospels, p. 162.
s Dictionsry of the B:’gh, i 26.
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parts of the world to which the Gospels had been
carried,” was, as Dr. Kenyon says! *freely
handled by scribes and teachers in the early days
of Christianity.” Luke and Acts might be most
exposed to free treatment because they circulated
most among the Gentile converts to the faith. Dr.
Moffatt,® in addition to the parallels of the vary-
ing editions of Piers Plowman noticed by Blass,
alludes to the Religio Medici, which was by tran-
scription successively corrupted, until it arrived
at the press in a most depraved copyin 1642. “A
year later, Sir Thomas Browne issued his authorised
edition in order to supersede this previously printed
form, which, with its alterations, omissions, and
additions, gave but the broken and imperfect shape
of his original writing.”

The pericope adulierac may have been omitted,
not by Luke, but by scribes in the East, who
desired to respect Jewish prejudices. The. passage
then found its way to the end of the GOS})el and
thence was transferred to John’s Gospel. If it was
again inserted in Luke’s Gospel, as some think,
the scribe responsible for this act showed more in-
sight into its real character than the ‘‘ authoritative

n’’ who credited John with its authorship.

e can hardly agree with Augustine that the story
was removed from certain MSS. by men who feared
peccandi immunitatem dari muliersibus suis, other-
wise we should expect to find in the Gospels a
vigorous campaign against thieves, harlots, and
sinners.

Nor can we accept the suggestion?® that the
pericope adulterac formed part of a lost gospel—a

rimary source of Luke—and that it was omitted
y the third evangelist because of a certain similarity

1 Textual Criticism of the New Testamens, pp. 303-4.
8 Historical New Testamens, pp. 611 ff.
* Buckley, Introduction to the Synoptic Problem, p. 211.
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to the story of the woman who was a sinner. The
resemblances between the two stories are altogether
too slight to sustain such a conclusion.

“ Free handling by the scribes ”’—a compre-
hensive expression—determined not only its varying
position in the Gospels, but also the variations in the
text of the passage, which are more in number than
in any portion of the New Testament. The settle-
ment of the precise text of the verses under
discussion is part of a larger problem. In the
Excursus IV.! a reconstruction of the narrative as a
whole is attempted. For the present investigation
Nestle’s text has been adopted. If, however, the
text of Codex Bezae be taken instead, the vocabulary
is more decidedly Lucan.?

XIV. SILENCE OF MARCION

There is one important witness, preserving a
‘““ Western ”’ text, who cannot be claimed for the
Lucan authorship. Marcion did not include the
story of the woman taken in adultery in his edition
of the Gospel. Many of his omissions, but not all,
are explained by his dogmatic views. The reason
for the omission of the pericope can no more be
understood than the reason for the like treatment
of the Parable of the Prodigal.

In the last edition of Supermatural Religion,
Mr. Cassells was compelled to admit that his earlier
hypothesis of the third gospel as an elaboration of
Marcion’s gospel was untenable and that ‘the

rtions of our third Synoptic excluded from

arcion’s gospel were really written by the same
pen which composed the mass of the work.” 3

Dr. Sanday’s discussion of style proves that the

parts excised by Marcion are undoubtedly Luke’s.

1 Pp. 292 ff. 2 P, 291. 3 1902 ed., p. 361.
& Gospels in the Second Century, p. 229.




PERICOPE ADULTERAE 281

“ The verified peculiarities of St. Luke’s style are
found in the portions omitted by Marcion in a
proportion of more than one to each verse.” The
same may be said of the pericope adulterae.

Of all the theories advanced for the origin of the
verses, John vii. 53-viii. XTI, none seems to satisfy so
completely the demands of the passage itself as that
of Lucan authorship.

XV. Hort’s VERDICT CORRECTED

Hort’s judgement, based upon external evidence
and biassed by his general attitude towards the
“ Western ”’ text, is seen to be much too sweeping.
“ It has no right to a place in the text of the four
gospels.” 1

XVI. EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL EVIDENCE FOR
LUCAN AUTHORSHIP OF PEericoPE

External evidence, it must be admitted, does not
suffice to establish the authorship of Luke, but it
is by no means decisively hostile. A group of im-
portant minuscules still preserves the story in its
original home, whether this is due to the fine insight
of some interpolating scribe, or to the soundness
of the stock from which the MSS. spring. The
narrative, in a slightly variant form, was part of
the Go?el according to the Hebrews. In its
corrupt form, it was known to Luke, whose own
version was due to the motive exhibited in his
proem. In Luke, the pericope adulterae was prob-
ably known to the authors of Protevangelium
Jacobi, and the Gospel according to Peter, and
possibly passed from the third Gospel into the
first ecﬁtion of the Thomas Gospel. e state of
the text in the second century and its free handling

1 Intyoduction, p. 300.
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by scribes are responsible for the i itions
o¥ the section in the Gospels of L:Ke a.nli:s.llohn.
Such considerations, when taken in conjunction
with the overwhelming internal evidence, provide
reasonable grounds for the conclusion that the
pericope adulterae is the work of the third Evan-
gelist, and properly forms part of his Gospel.

EXCURSUS 1

1. Words characteristic of Luke found in the pericope
adulterae : 1

Mt. Mk. Lk Acts. John. Pericope.
(1) mapayivopar 3 1 8 20 I I
(2 Mds . .14 2 36 48 2 I
(3) mas o Aad I — 10 6 — I
(4) dmd TobVviv — — §5 1T @ — 1
(5) épwrdew 4 315 7 27 I
(6) elmev 8¢ — — 59 15 I 1
(7) ws . .— 1 19 29 16 I
(8) ixp?withinﬁ:‘; 1 — 5 6 2 1
(9) dpfduevordnd 1 — 3 3 — 1
(x0) o® :vg' . = — 2 I - I
(x1) Spbpov . - — I I - I

2. Words found in Luke more often than in Matthew
and Mark together, though not twice as often, but found
in Luke and Acts together four times as often as in
Matthew and Mark together:3

Mt. Mk Lk Acts. John. Pericope.
dyw . 4 3 13 26 12 I
3. Words found in the ‘ we ” sections of Acts and

also used predominantly though not exclusively in the
rest of Acts or Luke:3

1 Hawkins, Horae Synyplgggc. ppP. 16 fl. s Ibid. p. 21.
. p. 152.
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We sections. Rest of Acts. Rest of N.T.

émpdvw . 4 2 9!

4. Words found in the “ we’ sections of Acts and
m the ﬁmcopc adult&rae wopevopac, xabilw, émpéro,
dyw, mepaylvopat, ds.

5. Words found twice as often in Luke and Acts
together as in Matthew and Mark together :

Mt. Mk Lk Acts. John.

?opedop.cu . 29 — 50 48 13
€KQOTOS . 4 I 5 IX 3
olkcos . . 9 12 31 25 4
Ka w — I —_ 3 2
vouds . 8 — 9 19 14
kampyopéw . 2 3 3 9 2

6. IlpeaBirepos. “ In its original sense, this word is
found in the New Testament only in the pericope and in
Luke xxv., elsewhere in the New Testament it always
lé;s a tech:ﬁcal sense, t.¢. elders of the Jewish or Christian

urch.”

7. Iopedopas is used in dismissing those healed, or
who have asked a question, Luke vii. 50, viii. 48, x. 37,
xvii. 14, cp. pericope, John viii. 4.

EXCURSUS II

*Ev péoq occurs in Luke seven times, and in Acts five
times; two of these in Luke, however, are missing in
Codex Bezae, which in their stead reads uéoov; and, on
the other hand, the same MS. in the same Gospel reads
év uéow once when the a and B texts read eis 76 uéoov.
It will be shown that D probably preserves the Lucan
usage in every case. Dr. Abbott illustrates John’s use

1 Only in Pauline Eputleo For relation of Luke and Paul,
Horae Synopticae, gy
3 Buckley, Intr uchon to the Synoptic Pyoblem, p. 209.
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of els 76 péoov, compared with Luke’s év uéog to show
how easily the two constructions might be interchanged
according as the notion of coming into an assembly was
prominent or latent.! The following is a list of Lucan
passages in which these phrases are found :

sb; xalelbueror év péop Lk. ii. 46 (3) wepaydrror 32

Myar els Td pboov  ,, iv. 35 wip év wéoy Lk.xxii. 55

d)xahm els 70 pboor , v tg ﬁ’ tory & uéay ,» XXiv.36
§ ) orHi0¢ els 10 péoor ) dvaords év péop Ac.i. 15

D & uéoy (}) éxolneer & péoy ,, ii. 22
(¢) Exeoer év péoy ,y Vili. 7 (m) orioarres ér péoy ,, iv. 7

D wéoor (n) éordros v pboy
(f) dwooréM\w é» péoy adrir [D] , Vi 15

D uéoor » X.3  (0) orabels &y pbop ,, XVii. 22

) ol év péoy atris » XX1. 21 () orabels év péoy ,, XXVii. 21

(K) dyd 8¢ ér péoy » XXii. 27

But & éomnoev | & péoe Mark ix. 36, Matt. xviii. 2, becomes
éomoev mxp éavr® Luke ix. 47.

Luke’s partiality for this phrase is evident from the
following facts. Passages a, &, 7 are in sections peculiar
to his Gospel, g is introduced by Luke into a Marcan
narrative, and o is in a “ we ”’ section.

It will be seen that the verb {oryu. in some form occurs
in conjunction with é& uéow once in Luke (xxiv. 36),
or if we follow D twice (vi. 8) ; in Acts it is found three
times, or including vi. 15 (D) four times. With other
verbs, the phrase occurs six times in Luke (in D four
times) and twice in Acts. The changes which are
affected by D tend to show that ‘‘ the two constructions
are not in this MS, easily interchanged.” In Luke vi. 8,
the case of the man with the withered hand healed on
the Sabbath, o7}t eis 76 uéoov becomes arrjfe év péog
the notion of coming into an assembly is latent for “ the '
man was there.”” In Luke viii. 7, éreoev év uéaq becomes
émeoev péoov, the accusative without preposition being
used as equivalent to the whole phrase eis 70 pégov, in
this case the notion of *“ coming into "’ is prominent, the
seeds cast by the sower were not * amidst the thorns "

1 Johannine Grammar, p. 2711.
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until they fell from his hand. Similarly in Luke x. 3,
dmooré \w &v péow is in D dmooréMw péoov, since the
disciples were not in the midst of wolves, until they were
sent forth. A scrutiny of passages 4, b, ¢, g, A, %, k, I, °
betrays the fact that the difference between eis 70 péoov
and év péop is somewhat strictly maintained. So far as
it goes, this evidence as confirming the correctness of
the Greek written by the third Evangelist tends to
strengthen the case for the * Western ”’ text.

’Ev péo in the pericope adulterac occurs twice,
onjoarres év péow, év péow éordoa. In the latter case,
the reading of the Textus Recoptus is preferred, despite
inferior attestation, on grounds of intrinsic ar:d transcrip-
tional probability.! In both instances, the words
suggest that the woman was “on trial ”’; in the first
passage she is placed in the dock, and in the second,
awaits the sentence of her judge. This connotation of
the phrase is paralleled by examples in Luke and Acts.
In Luke vi. 8 (D), our Lord said to the man that had his
hand withered, * Rise up and stand forth in the midst,”
orfif év péop. It was a trial case. ‘‘ The Pharisees
watched Jesus, whether he would heal on the Sabbath
day. Buthe knew their thoughts.” The man who stood
forth was not only the recipient of the grace of Christ,
he was also the representative, so to speak, of the Phari-
sees; the means by which Jesus demonstrated his
conviction of their thoughts. When Jesus stood in the
midst of his disciples, éom) év péo, Luke xxiv. 36, it was
that he might himself be put upon trial, and so prove
his bodily presence. ‘ See, my hands and my feet, that
it is I myself ; handle me and see.” Luke converts
the év péo of Mark ix. 36 (so Matt. xviii. 2) into wap’
éavr®, because the little child whom he took and set by
his side was in no sense “‘ on trial,” but rather displayed
as an example of humility to the wrangling disciples.
When we turn to Acts, the special sense of ioryut év péoe
becomes even more patent. Peter and John were

1 See Excursus IV. pp. 308 1.
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brought before the Sanhedrin, Acts iv. 4, and “ when
they had set them in the midst ” (omjoavres év péow),
they inquire, * by what power, or in what name, have ye
done this.” The men were on trial

In Codex Bezae vi. 15 we are told that the members
of the council saw the face of Stephen as it had been the
face of an angel éordros & péow adrdv. Stephen was
being tried by the Synedrion on a charge of blasphemy.

So Paul, Acts xvii. 22, when he stood in the midst of
the Areopagus and addressed the men of Athens, was
making his defence. It may be, as Sir William Ramsay
urges,! that it is erroneous to suppose * Paul was sub-
jected to a trial before the Council in any legal sense.”
But a legal trial is not the precise suggestion of the

. As Sir William Ramsay himself says of Paul,3
* He stood in the middle (arafeis év péoew) of the council,
a great and noble but not a friendly assembly, as in
iv. 7, Peter stood in the midst of the Sanhedrin.” Paul
is before the Areopagus in order that he “ may give an
account of his teaching and pass a test as to its character.”
Finally, Paul, Acts xxvii. 21, when the vessel conveying
him to Rome was in difficulties, and all on board had
been long without food, stood forth (orafeis év péoe) in
the midst of them. His counsel had been before this
set aside by the centurion, who naturally enough, *“ gave
more heed to the master and to the owner of the ship.”
Now, however, when the situation is critical, Paul stands
forth to justify his advice. * There shall be no loss of
life among you.” Time was to justify his bold behaviour
in thus putting himself to the proof.

It will be seen that the notion of coming into an
assembly is #no#, in these passages, expressed by els 70
péoov, as elsewhere in Luke’s writings was found to be the
case. For example, in Acts iv. 7, Peter and John should
have been set eis 76 péoov not év uéow, for they were
obviously brought before the assembly. Again, in

1 St. Paul, the Traveller and the Roman Citizen, p. 243.
2 Jbid. p. 245.
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Acts xvii. 19, the Athenians ‘‘ took hold of Paul and
brought him unto the Areopagus,” yet Luke writes év
péow. Then the disciples were alone when our Lord
stood in the midst of them (Luke xxiv. 36), a clear case
of coming into an assembly, though it is reported in the
words éom év péoe.

How do we account for these exceptions to the rule ?
The answer seems to be found in the employment by
Luke of an idiom {ornu: év péow, whenever the idea of
test, proof, or trial is suggested, an idiom which over-
rides his somewhat strict observance of the difference
between eis 76 péoov and év péow. Two examples of this
idiom are preserved in the pericope adulterae. A striking
confirmation of the suggestion of trial in év uéo¢, is found
also in the use of dyovow.

This verb is frequent in the legal sense kai émi
1yeudvas 3¢ xal Baoilels dxthijoeole évexev éuob (Matt. x.
18, cp. Luke xxi. 12). Luke employs it of the bringing of
Christ before Pilate, and in Acts of the bringing of Paul
before the Areopagus, xvii. 19, before Gallio, xviii. 12,
and before Festus, xxv. 6, 7, 23.

In a petition regarding a robbery discovered in the
Papyri, and dated A.D. 114, the same word is found.!
A dfud dxbijvar 7Tods évialovuévous émi oe mpds
Séovoay énéfodov.

The construction of dyew, meaning “ bring before a
court of justice,” with én{ is regular in the Papyri as
in the New Testament.?

In Epictetus,® also, a contemporary of Luke, we meet
with the phrase used in a legal sense. The philosopher
is satirising an inconsistent Stoic, who, instead of taking
a cudgelling quietly and loving the cudgeller, appeals
to Caesar, and wishes to bring his assailant before the
Proconsul : “ O Caesar, what a monstrous outrage am
I enduring to the breaking of the Emperor’s peace |
Let us go (dywpev) to the Proconsul.”

1 Borliner g%cln'schc Urkunden, 22,

* Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary of Greek New Testament, p. 7.
3 Bk. III. c. xxii. 55.
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In view of this evidence, must we not conclude with
Harnack,! after his examination of the evangelist’s use
of ¢ Myos, that “in these technical and philological
matters, Luke was very conscientious.”

EXCURSUS III

(1)

Linguistic tendencies common to Luke in his treat-
ment of ““ Q ”’ and to the author of the pericope adulterae.

(¢) Luke uses the strenuous prohibition where
Matthew has usj with the aorist subj. Cp. John viii. 1I1.

(b) “ The participle in place of the infinitive or the
finite verb belongs to the style of Luke.” In the
pericope the participle so used occurs eight times.

(¢) “ The use of the imperfect is almost peculiar to
Luke.” There are six instances of the imperfect in the
pericope.

(d) “ Luke has replaced mws in several passages by
va.” iva expresses purpose in John viii. 6.

(¢) For dpre, in Matt. xxvi. 29, Luke uses do 7od viv.
Cp. John viii. 11. For oixia, in Matt. xxiv. 43, Luke
uses olios. Cp. John vii. 53. For §Afov, in Matt. x. 34,
Luke uses mapeyevdunv els. Cp. John viii. 2. In Matt.
v. 25 Luke has interpolated the temporal ds. Cp.
John viii. 7.

(/) The Evangelist has a ** warm interest in the very
poorest ”’ and ““ a pictorial style is a frequent charac-
teristic of his.” Both remarks apply equally well to
the author of John vii. 53-viii. 11.

@)
Alddoxalos, Teacher, is the mode of address applied

1 Constitution and Laws of the Church, p. 334.
Sa Harnack, Sayings of Jesus (Eng. Ttg, p. 6.
b) Ibid. p. 11. (¢) Ibid. pp. 44, 45.
Ibid. p. 103. (¢) Ibid. pp. 30, 33, 57, 86.
Ibid. p. 121.
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to Jesus by the Scribes and Pharisees, and Kdpios is that
of the sinful woman. Awdoxalos is a Greek translation
of the Aramaic ‘‘ Rabbi,” * though emptied of some of
its force.” ! Rabbi was the usual form of address with
which learned men were greeted, and * for the time of
Jesus is expressly attested in Matt. xxiii. 47.” 3

The deferential address of *“ Teacher "’ bestowed upon
our Lord by his interrogators was customary under
such circumstances, and is found in all three Synoptic
Gospels, both in the form of Awddoxale and in the trans-
literation of ‘PafPel, when questions demanding legal
acumen, insight, or shrewdness were put to Jesus. ‘‘ In
Luke,” says Dr. Burkitt,3 ‘ 88doxale is the title given
to Jesus by strangers or by half-declared adversaries.”
Like the Pharisees and Herodians who consulted Jesus
about the legality of paying tribute money,* and the
Sadducees who asked concerning the resurrection,® the
Scribes and Pharisees who dragged the adulteress before
our Lord, hailed him as Addoxale “ Teacher.” ¢ * This
designation for Jesus (apart from the Gospels) is wanting
in apostolic literature, and is very rare in that of post-
apostolic times.” ?

Kvpeos, used in narrative, is one of the characteristic
words of the third Evangelist,® and in Luke, as in
Matthew, our Lord is frequently addressed as Kdpee, not
only by his disciples, but also by others, espectally such
as appealed for His help.® On the other hand, Mark
has this form of address only once. These titles
Alddoxalos and Kvpios point to the primitive character
of the pericope. The use of Saviour as a designation in
the recently discovered fragment of an uncanonical

1 Dalman, Words of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 334.
8 Ibid. GP 33I.
3 The Gospel History and its Transmission, p. 114.
¢ Luke xx. 21. ¢ Luke xx. 28.
. i;)hn viii. g
7 Harnack, Sources of the Apostolic Canons (Eng. Tr.), p. 22.
3 Horae S ticas, P. 34.
* Dalman, Words of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 227.
U
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Gospel, indicates, in the opinion of its editors, that * this
Gospel belongs to a later stage of development than the
canonical Gospels.”? In the surviving extracts from
the Gospel according to the Hebrews, our Lord is spoken
of as “ dominus "’ and “ magister,” which would repre-
sent the Greek Kvpios and Addoralos.

3)

Lucan character of Hapaxlegomena in the pericope.

(a) Awo¢wpov Compounds with adrds are Lucan.
Cp. adrémms Luke i. 2, and adrdyep Acts xxvii. 19
found nowhere else in the New Testament.

The word émavroddipe is really a phrase (én’ adrd
¢dwpe) and is applied by the best Greek writers to detec-
tion in any flagrant crime though actual derivation is
from ¢dpos, theft.

But cp. Aelian, Nat. xi. 15, potyevouémy yvvaixa
én’ adroddipw raradaBdv. The word is also found in
the Papyri in the more general sense (B.G.U. ii. 372,
ii. 11). M> 154, To[Us] Anudlévres én” adr[o]d[dp]w
KGKOU

(0) Karaypddew. Simple verb ypddew is Lucan.

mpound Lvypdcfcw once each in Luke and Acts, else-
where in New Testament once in Mark.

(¢) *Avapdpryros. Kindred words like duaprwAds are
Lucan. This is a good classical word, meaning either
impeccable or sinless. The latter is the meaning here.
Cp. verse 11. “ Among words peculiar to the Synoptists,
there are proportionately fewer non-classical words in
Luke than in any of the Synoptist Gospels.” 2

(d) Kafaxthrrew. Compounds of smrew occur in
Luke. One dvaxvmrew ls peculiar to Luke and the
pericope, and another a-vyxvm-ew is found only in Luke,
and in a passage as here, where dvaxdmrrew is used.

1 Grenfell and Hunt, Fragment of an Uncanonical Gospel, p. 11.
So also Swete, Two New Gospel Fragments, p. 3.
3 Hawkms, Horas Synopticas, p. 171.
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@

Lucan character of text of pericope adulterac in
Codex Bezae.

(4) A larger number of words are found occurring
more frequently in Luke than in any other gospel, than
is the case in Nestle’s text.

(6) Of four words in the pericope, not in Luke, but in
some other gospel, three are not found in the text of D;
the fourth is a word used in Acts.

(¢) There is the same number of “ characteristic ”
words of Luke ; one falling out, and another making its

appearance.
(s)
*Avaxdnrrew

*Avaxdnrew * to look up " is used in the pericope in
its literal sense. Luke uses it as a medical term in the
account of the woman bound by the spirit of infirmity
(Luke xiii. 11-17). “ This,” says Dr. Macalister,! *“ was
probably a case of senile kyphosis, due to chronic osteitis
of the vertebrae, a condition not infrequent among aged
women whose lives have been spent in agricultural
labour.” In xxi. 28, Luke uses the word metaphorically.
After describing the woes and sufferings that must
precede the Advent, he says, “ And then shall they see
'the Son of Man coming in a cloud with power and great
glory. But when these things begin to come to pass,
look up (dvaxtfare), and lift up your heads, because
your redemption draweth nigh.” The metaphorical
sense, as the context shows, has a large tinge of medical
colour, and stands, as it were, midway between the
technical and the literal signification. 'In a letter of
Apollonius, written on papyrus, discovered at Memphis,
and dated 153 B.c.,2 and also in the LXX of Job x. 15,
we find dvaxvmrew used in the same sense.

1 Dictionary of the Bible, iii. 328 (b). 8 Paris Papyri, No, 47.
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EXCURSUS IV
THE TEXT OF THE PERICOPE ADULTERAE

The MSS. which contain the pericope in some form
areD, F (part.ly defective), G, H, K, U, T (with a hiatus
after omjoarres avriy v. 3) ; others which mark with an
asterisk or obelusare E, M, A, S, II.  GapsinL, A betray
doubt on the part of the scribes. Of minuscules more
than 300 contain it. The passage is also found in the
old Latin b*, c, e, fi3, g, j, 1 (ng.), the Vulgate, even the
best codices, the Aethmpxc and Syrtier, The section is
also recognised by the Apostolic Constitutions, Jerome,
Ambrose, Augustine and others. The recovery of the
original text of the pericope is not easily accomplished.
Scrivener ! remarks : “ In no portion of the New Testa-
ment do the variations of the MSS. (of D beyond all the
rest), and of other documents, bear any sort of proportion,
whether in number or extent, to those in these twelve
verses.” Hort,? therefore, had good reason for feeling
‘““ by no means confident that the true text can now be
recovered in more than approximate purity.” Von
Soden, however, did not despair of the task. He dis-
tinguishes ® no fewer than seven types of the text of the
pericope which are indicated by the symbols ul, p?
(p = porxalis). These types are discovered by a critical
examination of variants in the different MSS., the theory
being that texts which exhibit the same variants are
descended from a common ancestor. The most import-
ant forms current in the Middle Ages were x5 and %, and
a large number of witnesses betray the influence of both.

The most important and the earliest of the MSS.
containing the perscope is D, the chief representative of
the ““ Western ”’ text. The text of Codex Bezae (Von
Soden’s & 5) differs most from that of u and u, but
the important eleventh-century minuscule 1 (3 254),

1 Intyoduction, ii. 3 * Notes, p. 88.
$ Die Salmﬂm des Neuen Testaments, S. 507-8
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which contains the pericope at the end of the Fourth
Gospel, presents a close parallel to it, and a doublet for
each has been found in the twelfth-century 1071 (¢ 1279)
and in a tenth-century MS., in Von Soden’s notation
€ 183. From these two pairs of MSS. have been traced
many descendants in the matter of the pericope text.

Like all other scholars Von Soden recognises a large
number of singular errors in Codex D and its doublet.
Where the latter does not confirm such a reading in
Codex Bezae, it is attributed to the scribe of D, otherwise
it is said to be inherited from their common parent.

The Ferrar group of MSS., which give the pericope at
the end of Luke xxi. according to Von Soden, exhibit in
this section the u* type of text. At most it is “ only a
peculiar shade of a much more widespread text, and the
text in which the parent codex inserted the perscope
after Luke xxi. is not peculiar toit.”” 1 In view, however,
of the Lucan authorship of the passage, special attention
is due to the readings of MSS. which still present it as
part of the third gospel.

The attitude towards the “ Western "’ text already
defined 2 makes it impossible to treat it as a whole to be
accepted or rejected as uniformly good or bad. The
“ scribes and teachers in the early days of Christianity,”
to whom we are indebted for so many textual variants,
were men whose motives were commonly better than
their methods, and their work deserves to be criti-
cally examined rather than extravagantly lauded or
violently execrated. To the early Christians the gospel
was a unity, and ‘ the original sense of the natural unity
was not suppressed by the ecclesiastical recognition of
four gospels. The gospel harmonies of Tatian and
Theophilus continued the process of harmonising, and
the contamination of the gospel text has made it
perceptible.” 3 The content of the pericope aduiterae

Y Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, S. 505-6. 8 Pp. 1,2, 278-9,
3 Wendland, Dse wrchristlichen Literaturformen, S. 193.
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together with its absence from the first and second
gospels would render it peculiarly liable to the suspicion
of scribes possessed by a sense of the essential unity of
the gospel narrative. Excised by early scribes in the
East from the third gospel, the pericope adulterac was
inserted by later scribes (4) in the text of the fourth
gospel ; in the same gospel, but () partly in the margin,
partly in the text, (c) partly in the text and partly at the
end, (d) wholly at the end, (¢) earlier in the narrative of
John, and (f) in the gospel according to St. Luke, if this
be nothing more than scribal insertion. The uncer-
tainty of the scribes as to the authority and authorship
of the pericope is reflected in the positions accorded to it.
Their endeavours to find room for it in the gospels must
be interpreted as evidence of their sense of its value and
verisimilitude.

The freedom which early scribes enjoyed in * emend-
ing ”’ and editing the text of the MSS. was not by any
means confined to the more doubtful passages of
scripture, but the extraordinary variations of the text
of the pericope adulierae in the MSS. containing it are
probably due to its singular history. A word dropped
here or changed there, always as it would seem for
the better, would be a matter of little moment in the
case of a mnarrative which, like Melchizedek, was
dmdrwp “ of unknown father ” in the papyri meaning
of the word.

Tribute must even be paid to the comparative
scrupulosity, or it may be impotence, of the scribes, since,
despite their best or worst efforts, the pericope adulierae,
in whatever manuscript it survives, preserves a predomi-
nantly Lucan character.

This fact, in itself, points the way towards at least a
partial solution of the problem involved in the recon-
struction of its text. The style and vocabulary of the
third evangelist must avail to decide between competing
readings. In other words, in addition to the criteria
recognised by textual critics, must be employed the
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methods of the scholars who seek to separate “ Q ”’ from
its form and frame in the third gospel. The context of
the pericope in its original home, and the possibility of
its assimilation of elements from the place of its banish-
ment in the fourth gospel, are also material considerations
in the determination of its true text.

What Dr. Stanton said with regard to the principles
set forth by Westcott-Hort apply mutatis mutandss to
the pericope adulterac : *“ We must allow for a somewhat
larger measure of uncertainty than they allowed for,
and give way to considerations of intrinsic probability
in attempting to come to a conclusion in more cases than
they did.”

For the text of 13, 69, 124, and 346 the Collation by
W. H. Ferrar and T. K. Abbott has been consulted, and
also the edition of Codex Augiensis by Scrivener. In
the former work, the close affinity between the four
MSS. is demonstrated, their peculiarities examined, and
the text of the archetype, from which they are descended,
is exhibited. The Codices are known by the initial letters
of the cities in which they are preserved : 13 =P (Paris),
69 =L (Leicester), 124=V (Vienna), 346=M (Milan).
The text of the archetype is called F, and for it Mr.
Abbott claims ! “ an authority second only to that of
the three or four most ancient uncials.”

On the question of the relation of the text of the
Ferrar Group to that of Codex Bezae Mr. Abbott is in
agreement with Scrivener. Speaking of L, Scrivener
says: ‘“ Mill, who did not particularly value it, first
observed its striking affinity with Codex Bezae ; perhaps
the result of my collation is to diminish that resemblance,
though not materially.” Alluding to the Ferrar Group
as a whole, Mr. Abbott says3 his analysis * overthrows
the hypothesis of a very close relation to D, but it is not
inconsistent to say, having regard to the character of D,
that our Group approximates nearer to D than to the

1 A Collation of Fowr Important MSS. of the Gospels, p. iv.
4 s fg:d p. L P
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received text.” The relation of D with F is illustrated
in the text of the pericope adwlierac. Where they differ
it will be seen that D generally, but not invariably,
retains a Lucan reading, a fact which, so far as it goes,
confirms Von Soden’s view of the Ferrar Group text,
and tends to prove in these MSS. the pericope is not
original to the third gospel, but has been inserted there
by some copyist, probably under the influence of a
trustworthy tradition.

In the Ferrar MSS. the pericope adulterae follows the
last verse of Luke xxi., and the section runs (neglecting
variants): “ And every day he was teaching in the temple;
and every night he went out, and lodged in the mount
of Olives. And all the people came early in the morning
to him in the temple to hear him. (Pericope) And they
went every man unto his own house, but Jesus went into
the Mount of Olives. And early in the morning he came
again into the temple, and all the people came unto
him ; and he sat down and taught them.”

Obviously there is a looseness at the point of union
between the pericope and what precedes in Luke.

L relieves the difficulty to some extent by omitting
the words in John viii. 2, xal #ds & Aads 7jpyero mpos
avrdv, xal xabicas édidaoxev avrods. Both clauses are
omitted by Von Soden from his reconstruction of the
original text () and attributed to u? (Sylos being read
for Aads after Mark ii. 13). He argues! that ‘ the in-
sertion comes word for word from Mark ii. 13, only Aads
has displaced sxAos under the influence of Luke xviii. 43,
xix. 48, xxd. 38, Acts iii. 9, 11, and xaficas has been added
from Luke v. 3 or Matt. v. 1. He adds that the insertion
probably comes from the time when the verses vii. 53—
viii. 2 remained after viii. 3-11 had been removed,
and has for its object the introduction of the address
viii. 11 f. These changes are really accommodations to
the material in the context, hence their general accept-
ance is intelligible.”

1 Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, S. 510,
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Dr. Bacon! presents a different account of the
relations between the pericope adulterae and Luke xxi.
37, 38: ““ The attachment of the pericope after xxi. 38
in the Ferriani is almost certainly due to the occurrence
of the story at the corresponding point of the gospel
according to the Hebrews, which in Eusebius’ time
alone contained it. The two verses, Luke xxi. 37, 38, are
apparently the evangelist’s substitute for the story. . ..
For obvious reasons our evangelist (Luke) might well
prefer to drop the pericope adulterae although his source
contained it, but the story survives, as Eusebius tells us,
both in Papias and in the gospel according to the
Hebrews. From a source of this type it was attached
to a family of texts, which draw upon a Semitic gospel
under the title of 76 'Iovdaixdv, after Luke xxi. 37, 38,
thus duplicating the very passage which was written to
take its place.”

The relation between Papias and the Hebrews gospel
and between the latter and the perscope have already
been examined. The evidence does not support Dr.
Bacon’s theory. The two verses, xxi. 37, 38, are not
unmistakably Lucan, as has been shown above. There is
no parallel in Luke’s use of Mark or ““Q”’ to the omission
of such a section as the pericope. But what is fatal to
the theory is the Lucan character of the passage. In
Dr. Bacon’s words, already quoted, it “is of the very
bone and flesh of Luke’s unique material.”

There is no MS. which points to a breaking in two of
the perscope, and it is improbable that the passage should
have been omitted from the third gospel without affecting
the last verse, which Blass supposes was retained in
Luke. The mdAw of John viii. 2 also loses its force unless
preceded by Luke xxi. 37. A different account from
that of Blass seems more likely. We may strike out the
whole of Luke xxi. 38 and John vii. 53 as due to scribal
dittography. The former verse repeats in a less original

Y American Journal of Theology, January 1918; Introduction
to the New Testament, p. 106.
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form the ideas of John viii. 2 ; and the second half of the
latter verse (John vii. 53, which is alone in question) is
the bare statement of the main thought of Luke xxi. 37b.
We can see when the pericope became detached from the
Lucan narrative how easily the scribe might add a verse
to what we have in the third and fourth gospels, in order
to complete the one and introduce the other, finding his
materials for such additions in the narrative which lay
before him. The omission of the two verses mentioned
gives us the following connection: “ And every day he
was teaching in the temple, and every night he went out
and lodged in the mount that is called the mount of Olives.
And early in the morning, he came again into the temple,
and all the people came unto him ; and he sat down and
taught them,” etc. "Qpfpilev (Luke xxi. 38), a non-
classical word, is not found elsewhere in Luke or Acts,
and looks like a scribal variation of opﬂpov ﬂapeyévm,
both of which are Lucan. Similarly 6 Spos 76 xaXoduevov
awdv (Luke xxl 37) is characteristic of Luke rather
than 76 Spos r@v "EAatdw (John viii. 1).!

The variants in the connecting particle of John viii. 1
(8¢ D, xal F) may witness to the break in the connection
of the pericope with the third gospel. The verse should
be omitted as above.

But the first clause is found in Codex Bezae, the phrase
mds & Aads is characteristic of Luke, and the use of the
participle in the second clause is also Lucan.

Blass # cancelled the introductory words, *“ And every
man went unto his own house,” * which are absent from
the Latin Corbeiensis, and are nothing but the link of
connection added to the section in order to adjust it to
the place in John.” In this he was undoubtedly right,
but not so clearly in his further suggestion that the
* pericope should be placed two verses earlier.”” On
this view, the connection becomes the following : ““ And

! Hawkins, Horae Synoptu:ac P. 34; Moulton, 4 Grammar oj
New Tostamml Greeh, i. 69, 235
2 Philology of the Go.vpals p 157.
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Jesus went unto the mount of Olives. And early in the
morning he came again into the temple, and all the
people came unto him,” etc. (the rest of the section,
ending with Jesus’ words to the woman). ‘“ And
(Luke xxi. 37 {.) in the day time he was teaching in the
temple; and at night he went out, and abode in the
mount that is called the mount of Olives. And all the
people came early in the morning for to hear him.”
Blass argues this is original for these reasons: ‘‘ There
is first an account of what came to pass on the next day,
and after that a general summary of what came to pass
on all of these days given partly in the same words as the
beginning of the special account, but a little more circum-
stantially, since a general custom deserved more words
than the occurrence of a single day.” Finally, he ad-
duces an account ‘‘ somewhat akin to this’’ from the
““ Western ”’ text of Acts, upon which little stress can be
laid. On the other hand, there are weighty arguments
against this reconstruction, and considerable evidence
that a more radical treatment of the text is necessary to
secure a logical sequence.

John viii. 2. T.R. dpfpov 8¢ mdAw évero els 16
lepdv, xal mis & Aads 7fpxero mpos v, kal xabicas
éd0idaoxev adrovs.

Spfpov. This word occurs in Luke xxiv. I and Acts v.
21, and nowhere else in the New Testament except in
the pericope adulterae.

U. al. plus®® add Babéws (pauc. ex his$® Baféos).
Von Soden! attributes it to the latest type of the text (u7)
and regards it as providing “ the scene with an improb-
able time of day.”

*Opbpos is the morning twilight and Bafls implies that
it was more dark than light. If Baféws stood in the
original text its omission would be due to the scribal
reflection that Jesus would not be in the Temple before
the day had fully dawned. Its addition is improbable.
"Opbpov Pabéws is found only in Luke xxiv. I in the

Y Die Schriften des Newuen Testaments, S. 513.
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New Testament. The phrase is classical and was prob-
ably used twice by Luke.
mapeyévero. D mapayeiverar. F fiMfev.

Von Soden reads in (u) wapeyévero and regards D’s
reading as due to the copyist, since 1071 (e 1279), the
doublet of D, does not agree with it. The Historic
Present is rare in Luke, and he frequently corrects it
when using Mark.! Harnack$® also finds the correction
in Luke’s treatment of ““ Q.” The reading of F must
also be rejected. Luke uses mapeyevdunv (xii. 51) for the
Matthean #fAfov (x. 34). It is a characteristic Lucan
word (see p. 282), but, as it is common in vernacular
documents, it has no such literary flavour as Harnack
supposed.

F omits everything after & oepov whilst D omits xal
xabloas éd{daorev adrods. F’s omission has been already
noticed. Kabfioas é8idaoxev occurs in Luke v. 3, and a
similar use of the participle with a finite verb in xiv. 28,
' 31, xvi. 6.

The T.R. reading of the verse (with the addition of
Bagéws) should be reta;xéled ‘0

ohn viii. 3. ayovcu ol ypa,u.parﬂs xai of Papuoaio
mpos adrov ywaixa & powele rarednuuémy, xal
orjoavres admiv év péog.

dyovow D. mpooijveyxav adrd F.

"Ayw is characteristic of Luke (see p. 282) and has a
quasi-legal sense (see p. 287). IIpoodépw is characteristic
of Matthew

ol ypappatets. Von Soden con]ecturs that dpyuepets
should be read in u for ypappareis with an Athos
MS.¢183f He adrmts that it may be a reminiscence
of Matt. xxvii. 62, John xi. 47, 57, xviii. 3, but as the
usual phrase m the gospels is of ypappareis xal ol
Dapioator, and dpyrepets is found in 1071 (e 1279), D’s

1 Moulton, Grammar of New Testament Gresk, i. 121; Haw.
kins, Horae s ticas, p 114
: Saytﬁmof Eng. Tr) p 45
ymopticae, p. 6.
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henchman, at verse 4, he thinks the best explanation of
the facts is that dpyepeis stood in the original text of
this verse.

There are two objections to this conjecture. It is
against the weight of the MS. evidence, and by the
removal of the scribes the scene is robbed of the climactic
character which the context in Luke together with
the Bezan version of verse 4 unmistakably provide (see
p- 303).

*Apxiepeis may have crept into verse 3 from the
following verse.

ywaika & powels xareldmupédry T.R.  éml
duaprie ywaixa eldquuémy D. ywaixa éml poiyelg
xarednuuény F.

Von Soden attributes év to uS. It probably reflects
the influence of én’ adrodupy. ’Eni (D, F) indicating
‘“ ground " is found in Luke v. 5, Acts ii. 26.

Von Soden has the reading of F in y, and esteems énl
duaprig ixa to be a scribal error since it is not found
in 1071 (€ 1279). But the faithful companion of D may
occasionally have deserted their common master.

Apapriq appears to have the support of the Gospel
according to the Hebrews (see p. 260), potyeia is not found
in Luke or Acts, and Luke has auaprias where Matthew
reads ddejpara (Vi. 12).

Motyeta is due to a scribe who knew the nature of the
offence from what follows.

Karedpuuémy is not found in the third gospel,
but occurs three times in Acts. Luke has a decided
preference for compound verbs.! The perfect passive
participle of AauBdvw does not occur in the New Testa-
ment, and in the LXX ‘“the form is xaredpupuévos
(variously spelt).” 8 The scribe of D omitted xar after
ywaika—an easy slip after the r became obscure.
For &v péow (T.R. and D) F reads & 7 péoow.

Von Soden credits ¢ as an addition to u?4%. “Iorpue

1 Hawkins, Horae Synopticas, p. 175.
* Thackeray, Grammar of the Old Testament in Grask, i. 274.
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& pdog is Lucan and in a special sense (see p. 283 ff.).
For a parallel to the whole expression cp. Acts iv. 7.
John viii. 4. T.R. Ayovow adrd dddaxale, avry 1)

yo) xara)(#@q’ éravroddpy poiyevouér.
Aéyovow D. elmov F.

Luke’s tendency to alter Mark’s Historical Present
has been already noticed—‘* probably it was too familiar
for his liking.” ! Here, following dyovow, the present is
preferable, It adds to the dramatic character of the
narrative, cp. dpg Luke xvi. 23, Aéye. Luke xvi. 7, 29.
The Historic Present is common in Josephus and abun-
dant in Attic writers.

Von Soden in p follows D and ascribes elmov to %S,
After adr® D + éxmetpdlovres adrov ol lepels va exwow
xaryyopiay adrod, and omits in verse 6 Tofiro 8¢ éAeyor

. . kaTyopely adrob.

For (epeis D’s double 1071 (e 1279) reads dpyiepets,
which, as we have seen, Von Soden accepts instead of
ypappareis in verse 3. The German scholar altogether
rejects the reading of Codex Bezae here with the observa-
tion:3 “It is very difficult to believe that a redactor
would have struck out this sentence which sets the whole
proceedings in the right light in order to introduce the
limping substitute Tofiro 8¢ éAeyov . . . kaTyyopeiv adroi.
On the other hand, this stylistic correction corresponds
to the disposition of the author of the text-type of
Codex Bezae and its associates (§ 5 f), who easily assumes
the rdle of a schoolmaster.”

In view of * the carelessness of the scribe of Codex
Bezae, who in Acts v. 27, xix. 14 writes lepeds instead
of dpxiepeds,” the latter word which 1071 (¢ 1279) has
preserved is accepted as the reading of the original text.
It is also in favour of dpytepeis that in the Lucan context
of the pericope the chief priests are named amongst the
inquisitors of Jesus (Luke xx. 19, 26, xxii. 2).

Von Soden 3 further admits the originality of éxmeipd-

1 Moulton, Grammar of New Testamsnt Greek, i. 121.
8 Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, S. 498. 3 Jbid. S. sro.
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{ovres, because “in the gospels it is found in a similar
sense only in Luke x. 25, whilst meipdlovres is the
ordinary word, and in u3-4 there are many witnesses for
éxmepdlovres in verse 6. He concludes that Codex
Bezae has kept the right word in a different setting, and
that other MSS. have been influenced by the u5 = u® texts.

According to Codex Bezae the Scribes and Pharisees
brought the woman before Jesus, and the Priests put the
case of her sin and punishment. The Scribes and Chief
Priests had inquired of Jesus concerning the tribute
money (Luke xx. 19-26), the Sadducees concerning the
resurrection (xx. 27-33) ; now, after an interval, Scribes,
Pharisees, and Priests unite in an effort to catch him in
his talk. Three facts rob the introduction of priests in
the pericope of the element of surprise. (1) The scene of
the interview is the Temple (John viii. 2). (2) According
to Numbers v. 11-31 the trial by ordeal of a woman
suspected of infidelity was effected by the priest—hence
the priests may be said to have had a prescriptive
interest in the woman brought before Jesus. (3)
Textually it is some support of D’s reading—or more
accurately of its comrade 1071 (¢ 1279)—that in the
immediate Lucan context of the pericope, following
upon the failure of the final attempt to ‘‘ trap ”’ Christ,
we read xal éljroww of dpyiepeis xai oi ypaupareis 1o
nds avédwow adrdv (Luke xxii. 2).

Probably the D reading dropped out when the con-
nection with Luke was broken, and only Scribes and
Pharisees were named as bringing the woman’s case
forward. The addition of the clause in verse 6 followed
naturally (see p. 305).

T.R. kareldjpby. rarepmrar D. eldgmras F.

Von Soden in p has the simple verb with F. He
regards the compound as u!. Tischendorf and W. H.
prefer xareidymras (for Luke’s preference for compounds
see p. 301). The tendency in the Kounj for passive
forms to displace the middle would make difficult a
scribal correction in the opposite direction. The Perfect
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harmonises better than the Aorist with the context.
D iﬁ therefore superior to T.R., which Von Soden calls
a ub reading.

Hlobn vili. 5. TR. & 8 76 vipe Muvoss fuiv
évereldato Tas Towadras MloPoletoflas: o odv T Aéyeis ;

D reads Mwvaijs 3¢ év 7 véuew éxédevoey Tas rowadras
Addlew oV 8¢ viv i Aéyes ;

F + wepi adrijs and writes Mworijs.

The last two readings are quickly dismissed. Von
Soden shows! that ‘‘ the older forms of the text read
Mwueaijs.” Tlepi adrijs belongs to u®48. ““Its addition
is due to John ix. 17 ¢ 0V Aéyets mepi adrod, and especially
to the fact that 7{ Aéyeis alone might seem to be an
appeal for a judgement upon Moses and the punishment
decreed by him.”

For the first part of the statement * the textual
tradition isMextmorgi:;arily va.t;iablg.é’ * p® has & &é¢
vépep Nudv Mwvoijs évereidaro, u® év 3¢ 7 vopp Mwvodjs
Nuiv évereldaro, in u%4 the form &v 8¢ 74 .vépuw M. éve-
Teidaro is frequent, whilst other groups have év 8¢ @
véuw M. évereldaro Npiv.

Von Soden takes the reading of Codex Bezae and its
relatives (8 5f) as the point of development and demon-
strates how the variants have been evolved from it. In
the neighbourhood of the pericope (in John) viii. 17 we
read & 7 vdp,? 3¢ 17 Sperépw yéypanmrar, cp. Luke x. 26.
The text of u%¢ has changed the two correlative ideas
in the proximity of f)u into a reminiscence of these two
passages, u8 has connected futv with vduc, 5 has placed
nuv after the subject, and finally %uiv was thrust
behind its governing verb.

“In this wandering from place to place #Wjuiv, if
original, was not infrequently lost.” From its uncertain
position the inference is that it does not belong to the
original text. It may have been introduced * to mark
the fact that the law was intended to be a law for the
Jews.”

1 Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, S. S11.
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With slight alterations the text of Codex Bezae is
adopted as that of u. Instead of éxédevoer, Siaxelede
is read with 1071 (¢ 1279), D’s doublet, évereidato being
rejected as ‘‘ the usual term for a statement of a legal
behest ” (Matt. xix. 7, Mark x. 3, cp. Heb ix. 20), and
wae)«evec is preferred to éxélevoe as “ a more choice
term ”’ and one which ““ does not occur again in the New
Testament—hence difficult to explain if not original.”
Again, oV odv is preferred to ov 3¢ viv.

Against these deviations from Codex Bezae by Von
Soden it may be urged that whilst éréAeoflas is found
only once in the Lucan writings (Luke iv. 10—a quota-
tion from the LXX) xeAevew occurs frequently in Luke
and Acts, though not in the New Testament outside
the pericope used in the sense of this passage. Nivis a
characteristic word of Luke, whilst odv is characteristic
of Matthew, cp. the addition of viv to the Beatitudes.

T.R. MboBoAetoflar. Abdlew D and F.

The latter occurs twice in Acts but is Johannine ; the
former is found once in Luke, three times in Acts, and not
at allin John. Add{ew is original, since the Deuter-
onomy passage (xxii. 24) reads Awofoleiocfac and the
scribe would easily assimilate the verb to that of Dt.
Von Soden in u reads Afdlew, as AfofoAetofas * is the
usual word in the LXX for the punishment designed by
the Law.” 1

John viii. 6. T.R. rofiro 8¢ éleyor wecpalowes adrdy,

xwo xarrryopew adrof. ‘0 3¢ "Inoods kdrw xthpas
ggi éypadev eis T yijv.

fov-ro . adrod is omitted by D. Such a paren-
thesis is Johannme, and was inserted (originally in the
margin) by a copyist under the influence of the fourth
evangelist, cp. John vi. 6.

T.R. éypedev. xaréypadev D. é&yparpev F.

Luke is fond of compounds, and the use of the imper-
fect is a mark of his style (see p. 288). Von Soden in

p has xaréypader.

} Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, S. 508,
X
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John viii. 7. T.R. ds 8¢ énéuevov épwrdvres adrdv,
dvaxipas elme mpos adrods: ‘O dvapdprmros Tudv
np&ros Tov Alfov én’ adrf) Parérw.

D omits adrdv, but Von Soden in p retains it.

For éméuevov épwrdvres cp. énépevev xpovwy Acts xii.
16, oV d1é\mre xaTadidoboa Luke vii. 45. Radermacher?
finds the participle with émuévw in vulgar literature, cp.
P. Oxy. 128 émpéver Aéywv.

T.R. dvaxiipas elme mpos adrovs. dvéxupev kai elmev
adrois D. dvaPAéjas elnev F.

Von Soden (u) follows D, and regards dvaxibas and
upds adrovs as ub?. But * the participle in place of the
infinitive or finite verb belongs to the style of Luke,” ?
and npds used in speaking to is characteristic of Luke.?

T.R. 7ov Mfov én’ adrjj Padrérw. én’ admpy Barérw
Moy D.

The reading of T.R. Von Soden ¢ reckons the latest
form of the text u’—the scribe mediating between p® and
@S, Tov Aoy 'ﬂa.kérw and Mfov Barérw én’ admijv, and
construing éz¢ with the Dat. “‘Upon’ can be rendered
in Hellenistic Greek with gen. dat. or acc. with compara-
tively little difference of force” ;5 cp. Mark vi. 39 dat.,
for which Matt. xiv. g substitutes the gen. but D the acc.

D’s reading is classical and the emphatic word is at
the end.

John viii. 8. T.R. xal mdAw xdrw xihfas éypadev eis

mv_yip.

D has xaraxipas and xaréypader (see notes on
verse 6).

F has text of T.R.

Von Soden regards xaraxifas as u? and xdrw as p¥7?.
The former he believes is due to correspondence with
dvaxtpas in verse 10. Neither the simple nor the

1 Robertson, Grammayr of the Gresh New Testament, p. 1102.
% Harnack, Sayings of Jesus (Eng. Tr.), p. 11.

3 Hawkins, Horae Symopticas, p. 21.

¢ Dis Schriften des Neuen Testaments, S. cr5'07.

§ Moulton, Grammar of New Tesiament Gresk, i. 102.
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compound verb occurs in Luke, but xvmreiy is found once
in Mark. The use of éypadev illustrates the classical
idiom by which a preposition in a compound is omitted
(without weakening the sense) when the verb is repeated,
e.g. 2 Cor. v. 3, Rom. xv. 4, John i. 2, Rev. x. 10. The
scribe of D has assimilated the verb of verse 8 to that of
verse 6, and the T.R. vice versa. Perhaps also the
repetition of xard in D is due to dittography. Von
Soden (u) reads xaréypader (v. 6) and éypadev in verse
8, which seems to be correct.

After the participle D adds 7o Saxrvdp. It is a
scribal addition from the margin, coming in from verse 6.
Von Soden omits it from B

John viii. 9. T.R. of 8¢ dxodoavres xai dmo
owvedrioews eyyduevor érjpxovro els wkal els, apfa-
pevoL Gmo TOV iscﬂvre‘pwv éws T@v éoxdrwv, kal
xareheuﬁﬂr) Mvos o I‘qo’ovs xal 7} yo) & ;Lé éordoa.

T.R. ol 8¢ . % éxaoros 8¢ Tdv "lovdalwy
efzﬁpxe'ro D. kal e’f ov els kaf’ els F.

D’s reading is ohannme O¢ 3¢ dxovoavres Von
Soden ascribes to ,,:.2'3'5 "7, but the phrase is Lucan, cp. Acts
iv. 24. The imperfect éfripxowo maintains the graphic
character of the narrative. Von Soden () retains it.

The phrase xal 376 Tijs oweldrjoews éleyyduevor is
omitted by Dand F. Von Soden ! regards it as referring
the effect which followed to dxovoavres so as to make
the action of the woman’s accusers more intelligible.
It should be omitted as a scribal gloss.  Zvvel8nots is a
Pauline word not found in the third gospel, and only in
two speeches of Paul in Acts (see p. 181). *EAéyyew does
not occur in Acts, only once in Luke, and three times in
John.

T.R. éws 1dv éoxdrwv. dare mdvres éfeMfeiv D.

Both are scribal additions, the former emphasising
the preceding words, the latter the following udvos.
Von Soden observes that the confirmation of the result
mentioned in xareleidy pdvos by diore mdvres éfeAfeivis

1 Die Schrifien des Neuen Testaments, S. 509.
X2
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a characteristic feature of the text represented in Codex
Bezae and its allies (3 5 f).

For éxaoros . . . ééipyero Disreadin “ " éfjpyovro
els éxaoros, the Bezan scribe being credited with a
correction which the presence of the following dpéduevoc
shows to be the reverse.!

els kal’ els F is not found in classical writers, but
occurs in late Greek, e.g. Mark xiv. 19, cp. Rom. xii. 5,
2 Macc. v. 34.

Von Soden denominates it a reading of p3. It may
be a scribal addition.

T.R. xai kateleidfn pdvos 6 "Inoods. So F. D omits
6 ’Inoofis. Von Soden characterises the mention of
Jesus by name as a stylistic addition, but, commenting
on the same words in verse 11, observes that, in order to
avoid the reference to Jesus by ¢ 8¢, the later feeling of
respect commonly prompted the addition of the name
"Inoobs.

Its omission is quite in Luke’s manner (see note on
verse 11). For pdvos cp. Luke x. 40.

T.R. kai 7 yo») év péow éordoa. odoa D.

“Iomnpe év péo has been shown to be Lucan with a
particular significance appropriate in both occurrences of
the phrase in the pericope. (See Excursus II. pp. 283 ff.)

Intrinsic Probability, or ‘‘ the consideration of what
an author is likely to have written,” points to the origin-
ality of év uéow éordoa as the previous discussion has
demonstrated. That Transcriptional Probability, or
‘“ the consideration of what a copyist is likely to have
made an author seem to have written,” supports the
same words remains to be shown. In the oldest MSS.,
words were written in capitals, without accents, breath-
ing, or separation of words. Assuming the first reading
to be correct, it would be written thus:

ENMEZQEXITQZA.
The stages in the change to év uéow odoa are easily
1 Die Schrifien des Neuen Testaments, S. 498.

»”
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traced. Led astray by the ending of uéow, T is omitted
by a scribe and we get

ENMEZQEZQZA.

The next copyist, seeing eow written twice, suspects
dittography, removes these letters in the second word,
and substitutes ov, making the words

ENMEZQOYZA.

“ When Intrinsic Probability and Transcriptional
Probability combine in favour of any variant,” says
Dr. Murray,! “ their testimony is overwhelming.” We
therefore read in John viii. 9, év uéow éordoa.

Von Soden suggests that odoa (4%) may be a reminis-
cence of yu») odoa Mark v. 25, and reads éordoa as u.

John viii. 10, T.R. dvaxtijas 3¢ 6 "Ingods ral undéva

Ocaoduevos whyv Tiis yvvaixds, elmev 7 g, wol
elow éxeivo o?vx:?n}yopol aov ; 0133;:’3: 2amvw ;

T.R. avaxcthpas. So D. F as in verse 7 dvaBAéfas.

Von Soden (u) reads avafAéfas. Probably D has
assimilated verse 10 to verse 7 and F vice versa. *AvafXé- .
mew is found seven times in Luke and five times in Acts
as against Matt. 3, Mark 7, John 4.

T.R. xal pndéa . . . ds. D omits the clause.
F reads eldev admpv xai elmev.

The latter reading is not Lucan, and fedofa is rather
Johannine than Lucan. The clauses are explanatory
scribal additions. Neither is included by Von Soden in p.

T.R. adrj* 7. D 7 ywvawl, mob.

Von Soden (u) follows D. He regards the variants as
indications of the turn in the conversation.? * mof elow
appears to be spoken into the air, by which Jesus seems
as though astonished. In uS® it is helped out by the
insertion of y¥vas at the beginning of Christ’s words, in
p® by the addition of adrj} to the sentence introducing
these words. Most witnesses of u! have taken up adrj

1 Dictionary of the Bible, ext. vol. p. 222 a.
2 Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, S. 496.
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and yvaac from pS. 8 5 (Codex Bezae) wntes in place
of both 7 'ywaud w5 could not use K] -yvvcu.m since it had
inserted xai undéva Oﬂwapevos wjv Tijs yvvaiwds after ¢
"Inoods ; p® inserts eldev xai between noovs and elrev,
which again does not suit 7 yvvauxi, it therefore changes
it to yvvat—a reminiscence of Matt. xv. 28, Luke xiii. 12,
xxii. 57, John ii. 4, xix. 26, xx. 13, 15.” Later Von
Soden suggests ! that *“ yvac may be due to a recollection
of the solemn ydvas in the address to Mary, John ii. 4,
xix. 26, cp. xx. 13, 15.”

In view of the textual history thus summarised and
of the Johannine parallels to yvvas, the reading of D is
to be preferred.

T.R. éxetvor of karfyopol oov. F omits éxeivor. D
omits the whole phrase. Von Soden (i) agrees with D,
attributing éxetvor to p’"’ and oi { xarfyopol gov to ;1.3-5"'7
He suggests?® that of karijyopol gov comes from Acts xxiii.
35. Kamjyopos is found five times in Acts, once in the
Apocalypse, and nowhere else in the New Testament.
The reading of F may be original, though it is not easy
to account for the omission of the words. Perhaps i
was due to the perception that the Scribes and Pharisees
were not techmca,lly ‘“ accusers " as there was no question
of the woman’s guilt.

John viii. 11. T.R. Sé elnev: 013861,:, Kva etne
3¢ adrp 6 I‘r)aoﬂs 0dd¢ éyd ge Kafaxpww mopevov xai
B '«‘ﬂ dudprave.

T.R. 1) 8¢ «xdxeivn elmev adr® D.

1) 8¢ is more Lucan than xdxed and is read by Von
Soden (u).

T.R. elme 3¢ adrjj 6 ’Inoods. ¢ 3¢ elmev D. ¢ 8¢
*Inoots V. xai 6 Inoods F.

elrev 8é is cha.ractenstlc of Luke. ‘O ’Inoois should
be omitted (see note on verse 9, p. 308). It is deleted as
superfluous by Luke from Mark ii. 5 (cp. Luke v. 20) and
from “ Q" (Matt. xi. 4 =Luke vii. 22). Its addition by
a scribe is more intelligible than its omission.

1 Die Schrifien des Neuen Testaments, S. 511, ? Ibid.
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T.R. mopevov. Omaye D.

Von Soden reads mopevov. The word is characteristic
of Luke, whilst $7rdyw is Matthean and Johannine. The
latter never occurs in Acts, once in a saying of Jesus.
Luke takesit over from Mark ; he omits it once (xviii. 22)
and alters it six times.

T.R. pyrére. D adds and o6 viv.

Von Soden attributes the addition of D to 12867, It
emphasises the decisive turning-point in the life of the
woman, and indicates by its connection with unxére
dudprave that the adultery she has committed, notwith-
standing the clemency of his treatment of it, is a sin.”
He compares for the phrase Luke i. 48, v. 10, xii. 22,
xxii. 18 ; Acts xviii. 6.

It is a characteristic Lucan phrase, whilst pniére

alone is found in John v. 14. Even without
the words it is clear that the offence is deemed sinful.
The reading of D is to be accepted.

RESULTANT TEXT OF THE PERICOPE ADULTERAE

Luke xxi. 37. v 8¢ rds fjuépas é&v 7 lepd Sddorwr,
Tas 8¢ vikras éfepxdpevos ndAilero eisp?t‘» dpos 7o
xadodpevov éAadv.

John viii. 2. Jppov Babéws mdAwv mapeyévero eis 1o
lepdv, xai mds o Mpxero mpds adrdy, xal xabicas
€d8aorev aﬁrog’ég o

3. dyovaw 3¢ ol ypaupateis kai oi Papoaior émi
épap;;ri;m ywaika xareldupérmy, kal orjoavres adriy
& péoe,

4 /\q{,yovcw adT@ éxmepdfovres adrov of dpxiepels va
éxwow Kkaryyopely avtoic dlddoxade, avry 1) yu)
xareldqmras émavroddipe poiyevouédrn.

5. Mwvaijs 8¢ & 7o véuw éxédevoev Tas rowavras
MBdlew: oV 3¢ viv Ti Aéyers ;

6. ¢ 8¢ 'Inoods xaraxtfas 7§ Sarxridp xaréypedev
els T yip.

7. s 8¢ émépevov épwrdvres, dvaxtipas elme mpds
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;"'}orovls. fo > ’ gé’;&)ﬂﬂ ~ éﬂ. k] a B a;
ov.

8. xal mdAw kataxirpas Eypedev eis T yiy.

9. ol 8¢ dxodoavres éffpxovro els 5:20'1'% dpédpevor
dno T@v mpeaBurépwy, xai xatekelddn pdvos xai 19 yv
& péow éorddoa.

10. avafAéipas b¢ o ’Iqom‘;‘s' elrev 7fj ywwauxl: mob elow
oi rxamjyopol gov ; oddeis oe Karéxpwev ;

o & 1} 8¢ elmev, Oddels, xvpie. elme 8¢, 03¢ éyd o€
KaTaxpvw* mopevov, dmd Tob viv unkér dudprave.
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